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TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE. 


In our day the transactions of the kingdom of the Netherlands 
do not excite very great interest in the minds of most English- 
men. We all entertain sincero respect for our Dutch neighbours, 
as an activo, intolligont, cloanly pooplo; but their whole population 
is only a little in excess of that of London itself, their weight 
cannot—in these times of large armies—be very telling in any 
European crisis, and their wars in foreign parts do not cause large 
demands for our daily papers. This apathy as to their proceedings, 
however, was not so common two hundred and sixty or seventy 
years ago. ‘To neighbouring eyes the United Netherlands seemed 
then a priceless jewel, just wrenched by strong arms and active 


' brains from the crown of Spain, and set in a brave frame of lustrous 


memories. Their friendship and alliance were keenly bid for by 
the greatest kings; and their battles by sea and land found 
anxious watchers in every part of Hurope. At the helm of their 
affairs stood a noble figure,—John of Olden Barneveld,—the ~ 
greatest statesman of the day; clear-headed, stout-hearted; the 
deadly foe of humbug and ciroumlocution ; the thorough servant 
of his country. 

Barneveld had the misfortune to be an ue minian, This arrayed — 
against him the whole body of Calyinistic divines,—many of them 
men of learning, zeal, eloquence; but all of them as bitter against 
a sympathizer with the gentle Arminius as if they did not believe 
that he ‘would suffer punishment for his bad doctrine in a future 
life, joined as his error must necessarily be (in their eyes) with 
eternal reprobation. How his unlucky liking for the doctrine of 
man’s free-will, his objection to the State being ruled by the Church, 
and his standing—sturdy Republican that he was—right in the 
path of Prince Maurice, (who had a passion for power and powder, 
and whose ‘ sentence,” like Moloch’s, was ‘‘ for open war,’’) led to 


' an unjust foreclosing of Barneveld’s glorious life, may be read in 


the fascinating pages of Mr. Motley; who, though regarding some 
of his traits and drapery with a glance of New England prejudice, 
still, on the whole, does justice to ue fine lineaments of the wise 
old Advocate of Holland. 
Who Arminius was,—what he shoul, gaid, and did,—may be 
learnt from these volumes ; the me which contains a great body 
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of information as to the politics and controvorsics of his timos, tho 
influenco of his opinions, and the results of their promulgation ; 
ns wollasan amplo account of tho Synod of Dort,—an Assembly 
which Mr, Motloy, not unnaturally, has shrunk from handling.* 
That the distinctive doctrines of Arminius have gained ground 
rapidly in this country since the publication of the former 
volumes of this Translation, there can be little doubt. They are 
held by a large proportion of the Clergy and laity of the Established 
Church of England, by the whole body of Wesleyan Methodists, 
and by many Ministers and members of other denominations. 
alvinism still exists in Creeds, Catechisms, and Confessions: but 
its strong Genevan flavour is mitigated both in English and Scotch 
pulpits ; while in Ircland the tenets of the Remonstrants command 
large and intelligent constituency. But it would be a mistake to 
suppose that it is no longer necessary for us to study carefully the 
ounds of our faith in these matters, simply because there may 
be an occasional lull in the controversy., From time to time the 
old spirit of Pharisaic pride which is engendered in persons of a 
ertain temperament by the doctrine of election, will break forth 
into bitterness of speech, and airs of supercilious superiority, which 
e very trying to the man of even Mosaic meekness or Job-like 
patience, who will be pounded unmercifully with a mass of mis- 
pplied scriptures, unless ho be prepared to dispute the interprota- 
ions which put dishonour on God’s own words. Cases of this 
kind—oocurring now in an- English town or villago, and now 
mongst a little knot of engincers or mechanics, far away in tho 
daub, and wivhful to live in brotherhood with wll wround 
hem—have acted as a stimulus to me to finish the translation 
f thoso Works, which aro the great storehouse and arsenal of argu- 
onts of dofenco and attack in tho battlo against that fatalism 
hich rightly belongs to the ancient Paganism, and not to the 
ospel of Christ our Saviour. 
But, while chiefly interested in the spread of sound Arminian 
pinions in our own land, we turn with curiosity to the dyke- 
irt shores of the country which gave them birth, What is the 
revailing theology of the Netherlands at the present day ? Nearly 
fty years ago a learned Professor in the Seminary of the Remon- 
trants at Amsterdam, Dr. A. des Amorie Van der Hoeven, in a 
etter to my father, assured him that ‘‘ the moderate sentiments of 


* “ Thoso who look in this work” (“Life and Death of Barneveld ”’) “for a 
uistory of the Synod of Dordtrecht will look in vain, The Author has ncither 
ish nor power to grapple with the mysteries and passions which at that epoch 
woxsesscd so many souls, ‘The Assembly marks a political period. Its political 
speets have been anxiously examined ; but beyond the ecclesiastical threshold 
sere has been no attempt to ponetrate,’—MOorLey, vol, i., Pp. X. 


PREVACE. Vv 


tho carly Remonstrants are those which at present obtain tho 
most general acceptance, being embraced by the best enlightened 
portion of tho Protestants in the Low Countrics, That bright 
light which was kindled by Arminius, and by the immortal Hugo 


de Groot, (Grotius,) is now universally acknowledged and highly 


prized; and evory one rejoices that the partition-walls, which have 
been built up to separate the different sections of the Protestant 
Church from each other, are at length beginning to fall down.”* 
No doubt this report still holds good to a certain extent: but it is 
to be feared that a large fraction of the ecclesiastical Holland of 


our own day derives its theology, or rather atheology, from that 


German school of divines which is so ‘advanced ” as to have cast 


- to the winds all reverence for revelation. Students of this class, 
_after running a wild career at some University, affect a high style 


of romantic oratory, untrammelled by any desire to communicate 
the truths of the Gospel. Professedly Contra-Remonstrants, they 
yet ignore the living verities which flowed from the lips alike of 
Luther, Calvin, and Arminius. Their forefathers may have been 
too sternly sincere in their dogmatic belief: they pin their faith to 
the new-fangled theories of a science which shifts its ground at 
short intervals, and which periodically reverses its own ‘ indis- 
putable” dicta. At least one great divine, however, stands out as 
a pleasing exception to the general rule; and wo may venture to 
hope that his eloquence and learning will influence for good many 
rising thoologians in his own Church. Talludo to tho exeollont and 
much estoemed Dr. J. J. Van Oosterzee, somo of whose works have 
boon translated and publishod in MWngland, Ta bis « Olvistina 
Dogmatics,” as a competent critic observes, he “grants very 
much, if not all, that an ovangelical Arminian would care stronu- — 
ously to contend for;" and it is a matter of regrot that ho is 80 
bound and hampered with the fetters of the theology of his 


Church, which ‘maintains symbols of a rigidly Calvinistic 


character.” 


It will not be out of place for me to add afew words of personal 
explanation, The chief motive which led me to begin this transla- 
tion, many years ago, was the desire that my father’s name should 
not be associated with an unfinished work. He was then far 
advanced in life, yet seemed never to give up the idea of doing 
complete justice to the great Dutch divine, with whose reputation his 
own had long been closely joined, and for whose memory he enter- 
tained a tender affection, Availing myself of such leisure as if 


* From a letter dated, “Rotterdam, March 10th, 1826.” The original was in 
Dutch. : 
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could command, I began with Arminius’s “Examination of 
Porkins’s Pamphlet ;” in the hope that the aged translator of the 
former yolumes would be able to revise my version, and adopt it 
as his own. That, however, was not to be; for he never took up 
again the task which—hurt to tho soul by tho “ faint praiso” of 
an intimate friend and co-worker—he had laid aside in my infancy, 
After his death I relinquished my project for a time; but, resum- 
ing it at intervals, I was at length congratulating mysclf on its 
accomplishment, when I met with two Latin copics of the posthu- 
mous treatise, my version of which terminates this volume, and 
completes the Works of Arminius.* 
Though the work of translation had at: first been a little tedious 
and irksome to me, from accrtain samonoss and drynoss of mattor, 
incidont to the nature and form of those discussions, compared 
with many parts of whieh the dullest and lengthiest history might 
be accounted light reading; yet, as it grew on my hands, I could 
not but feel a strong attachment to the able divine who, fearless 
and persevering, had stuck so nobly to the vocation marked out 
for him, and, after patiently undermining tho outworks of his 
opponents, had attacked and destroyed their very citadel. Perhaps 
nothing in his writings strikes the reader more forcibly than the 
nhesitating faith with which he appeals to Holy Scripture as 
the arbiter of all controversy, and accepts its decision as final ; 
nd the loving spirit in which ho treats his adversaries, while ruth- 
lessly uprooting their flowers. of false rhotorio and their weeds of 
bad logic. ‘hore may be a little severity in the last troatiso of 
thin volumo; Dut the indignation thero so ologuontly oxprousod is 
not against the man,—violent and overbearing though Gomarus 
as,—but against tho scheme of doctrine which tended to fasten 
such a system of injustice upon God, the Fountain of all Justice. 
In translating I have kept as near to the original as I could. 


* Of some parts of this volume a translation was published in 1853, by 
W. RB. Bagnall, an American minister; who also reprinted (of course, without 
yen the form of “by your leave”) my father’s translation of the first two 
olumes, in which he professed to have made some improvements. Being, I 
presume, unable to obtain a copy of the Examination of Gomarus’s Theses, he 

isely omitted all reference to it, and did not give even the valuable Prefaces 
and Dedications, by the Dutch editor and the children of Arminius, which 
end go much interest to tho Works in their completo state, From what Ihave 
een of Mr. Bagnall’s translation, I think him deserving of praise for the ability 
which he has displayed in a difficult undortaking. At the same time his book 
g disfigured with frequent errors and omissions, and in cases of perplexity he 
ften puts what the author might have said, rather than what he did say. 
‘Some of the typographical blunders are very ludicrous ; but the translator 
atches these with a few slips of his own; as when he innocently takes 
«pov mpérepov to mean ‘sooner or later.” 
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Of course tho Latin of Arminius is not the Latin. of Cicoro, nor 
even of St. Augustine: but, in general, it is written with ease and 
vigour. Yet it is not on that account very easy to translate: for, 
though the words, taken separately, may be familiar and intelli- 
gible, the sense of the entire sentence will often require a pause and 
no little consideration to apprehend. It is quite possible that in 
some instances I have mistaken the author's meaning, and mis-. 
translated accordingly : but in such cases I shall meet with the 
most indulgence from those scholars who can best appreciate the 
difficulties of my task. In giving the passages of Scripture quoted 
by Arminius, I have used the language of the Authorized Version, 
wherever it coincided with his Latin rendering of the original: but 
where any important variations occur, I have followed my author 
in his readings, which are mostly in strict accordance with the 
Greek or Hebrew text, and often are justified by the margin of our 
English Bible. In some cases the point of his argument would 
be unintelligible, if his own rendering were not exactly followed, 

I have shrunk from encumboring this yolumo with a multitude 
of notes, of which there is, perhaps, an excegs in the first one. My 
Introductions to the different treatises, and the translated Prefaces 


and Dedications, in conjunction with the mass of matter contained 


in the first volume, will probably afford all necessary information. 


Witu1am Nicuozs. 
16, St, Thomas’s Road, South Hackney, 


May, 1876, 
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FRIENDLY © mek 
CONFERENCE OF JAMES ARMINIUS, 3 


f THE ILLUSTRIOUS DOCTOR OF SACRED THEOLOGY, WITIL 


MR. FRANCIS JUNIUS, 
ABOUT PREDESTINATION, 


CARRIED ON BY MEANS OF LETTERS, 


TRANSLATOR’S INTRODUCTION. 


Tue origin of this Conference” is set forth pretty clearly in 
the Dedicatory Epistle prefixed to it by “the nine orphan children 
of Arminius ;” and a very fair estimate of the discussion, and of 
the character of the two disputants, is presented in the Preface 
“To the Reader”-by the Dutch Editor. Further information 
respecting Junius will be found in vol. i. of this Translation, 
pp. 128, 129, 187, et seq.; and a pleasant little memoir of him, in 
Fuller's “ Abel Redevivus,” (sic,) evidently from tho pon of tho wilty 
Doctor himself.* The chief reason why Junius did not reply to 
Arminine’s oxhaustive treatment of hiv wrgumonts, was probably 
that he found it unansworable. Driven from oyory plausible pro- 
Hontmiont of the Onlviniun theology, nud fnding that his Improve. 
monts on Calvin, instond of softening tho stern Gonovan doolrino, 
only involvod worse inforonces than the original, Junius doubtless 
still retained the opinions with which his career as a Reformer had 
been identified, but, in accordance with his own gentle disposition, 
quictly ignored the more abhorrent positions, which his opponent's 
patient and unavoidable logic had so ruthlessly demolished. 
Though this ‘‘ Conference” is by no mcans the most interesting — 
and eloquent of Arminius’s works, it presents a fine illustration of 
his power as a logician, and of the steady purpose with which 
he hunted down a false syllogism through all the windings of 
theology and metaphysics. 

A slight difference is observable in the style of the two divines. 
Junius’s Latin is perhaps a little more classical than that of 
Arminius; but here and there his phraseology is so concise as to 
be obscure: while Arminius seems always to have studied to 
express himself unmistakeably, even though it involved repetition, 
and lack of brilliancy. Of course the Latinity of both is coloured 


* See vol. ii, pp. 179-191, of Tege’s edition of “Abel Ltedevivus,” 1867.—W. N. 
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nius, as being a son of tho soil, than in Junius, a l’ronchman by 
irth and education. 

Nho Dodieatory Mpistlo has an intorost of its own, quite apart 
from tho ‘Conferenco.” Written in 1618, just after tho ratifica- 
tion of the treaty between the States General and Spain, it 
breathes such a hearty horror of the Spanish and Romish tyranny, 
and utters such protests for the freedom of thought from the Pro- 
crustoan policy of the Calvinists, as show us in a vivid shape what 

oble stuff the young Hollandors were mado of. True, their anti- 
cipations as to a long period of peace were doomed to be disap- 
pointed, and their countrymen were, but a few years later, to 
witness the beheadal of the great John of Olden-Barneveldt, and 
to hear of the marvellous escape of the acute and liberal Grotius from 
‘* perpetual” imprisonment. Still one cannot but admire the ster- 
ing lessons which these sturdy youihs read to their governors, and 
which are good for all time. The whole Epistle bears with it the 
balmy breath of freedom, and helps us to understand the make of 
the men who had just raised the Dutch Republic to its height of 


renown. 
W. N. 
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DEDICATORY EPISTLE. 


YO THN LLLUSTRIOUS, MOST NOBLI, MAGNILIO LOMDH, THY ORDERS OF PU 
PROVING OF UTRECHT, OUR JIONOURABLE LORDS. 


We suppose that no ono who, touched with bome pious 
foeling, casts his eyes over the affairs transacted in the times 
of his fathers and ancestors, can doubt its being a clear 
instance of the Divine mercy that, together with the restoration 
of our country’s liberty, and the shaking off of the yoke of 
Spanish tyranny, the Churches of Jesus Christ in these parts 
were again purged from idolatry. 

For a dire slavery had long oppressed the Republic, and a 
tyranny of consciences,—more grievous than all slavery,—by 
which, after the most exquisite torments, certain death was 
inflicted, by fire, water, sword, halter, on all who would not 
speak, believe, live according to the prescribed formula of 
the Council of Trent ; unless, deserting their fatherland and 
all their goods in the nick of time, they should prefer to dwell, 
Inaked and exiled, amongst strangers, and to experience from 
other princes the clemency which they could not gain from 
\their own. Long was a cruel onslaught made—God so per- 
) mitting—on the harmless heads of citizens; n0 regard being 


with a cortain Dutch tingo; but this is moro porcoptiblo in Armi- 


ur.]  QONFERUNOL WITTE JUNIUE. $ 


had to sox, ago, or order. To have road tho Holy Scriptures ; 
to have worshipped God alono; to have denied that Christ, 
who reigns in heaven at tho right hand of the Father, is 
created out of bread by the muttcring of a few words, and so 
must bo adored under the semblance of bread; to have said 
that the sins of mortal men could be washed away only by 
His blood, and could not be purged by any subterrancous fire 
or by indulgences; to have violated any the least edict of the 


~Roman Church,—to have tasted meats on a Friday, or com- 


mitted any still more trifling offence,—was a capital crime. 
There is scarcely any of the more honourable families in our 


- land which has not felt the sparks of that flame. And now 


all things seemed to be surging to and fro in confusion, when 


God, regarding from heaven our afflicted country, raised up 


you, illustrious, most noble, distinguished Lords, in whose 
Province, and in the metropolitan city, the conjoint and 
united grandees of our fatherland had decreed that some 
chief points of holy liberty should be preserved in the Repub- ~ j 
lic and in the Church. And that chief point of religion was, 
indeed, at that juncture, too rudely conceived; for neither 
did those beginnings allow a more careful restoration of all 
parts, whilst the Papacy still flourished in great measure, 
and arms wero clashing all around. But your heroic virtuo, 
nono the less, amid trumpets and the clang of arms taken up © 

for tho lifo and safoty of the citizons, always sob boforo itwoll 
this purposo even in war itsclf,—to be ablo sometime, when 
arms wore laid asido, to conjoin peaceful studios with tho 
purity of apostolical religion. ; 

As soon, therefore, as a breathing-time was divinely granted 
you, having carried off from the Spanish foe, together with a 
twelve years’ truce, that glorious concession of life, liberty, 
and autonomy, you immediately returned to those first cares 
of establishing ecclesiastical tranquillity. For you knew it to 
be part of the duty of yourselves and of all ‘‘ that are in pre- 
eminence,” to labour that the citizens “may lead » quiet and 
peaceable life in all godliness and honesty.” You saw also, 
not in neighbouring states only, but even in your own Re- 
public, that it was lately brought to pass by the precipitate — 
actions and counsels of certain men, that under the title of 
‘‘yeformation ” some few restless spirits, troublesome alike to 
themselves and others, ‘‘despising dominion, and speaking 
evil of dignities,” introduced a certain new hierarchy, not 
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THE WORKS OF JAMES ARMINIUS. [DED. 


dood that of idolatry or superstition, but of the tyranny of 
msciences; and peremptorily prescribed for all other good 
en whatever they themselves judged to be best and truest, 
“nm under threats of the most egricvous punishments ; 
vusing for this business tho facile temper of a credulous 
ppulace, and the authority of some few Doctors among us. 
ut whon that matter was about to bring certain schism into 
re Church, sad calamity on the citizens, and a lamentable 
emish upon the Christian Republic, and as yet no possi- 
lity was afforded of a general Synod, you were the first to 
‘and forth and command that, for the preservation of the 
tate and Church committed to you, a certain formula of 
clesiastical regimen, conceived six years before, should be 
rought forth into the light; in order that it might be 
nlarged in those parts which seemed too brief; cut down in 
hose parts where it seemed too lax; ‘corrected and amended 
vhere it was defective; after the model, as far as possible, of 
he apostolical institution ; that thus, regard being had to 
he inclination of your citizens in things indifferent and to 
rour own course of policy, all things might be dono ‘for 
Mification, and not for destruction.” 
| But, while meditating on those plans, a gad misfortune 
uxprisod you, which was within a little of upsetting all your 
osigns, and overthrowing your whole Republic, and with tho 
tepublic the Church, and go yourselves also; the dovil bring- 
ing these things about, in order that, salvation being put in 
he background, and government shaken in pieces, the citi- 
yens might by mutugl factions rage against each other's 
bowels. But as soon as these evils had, through heavenly 
rather than human providence, been calmed and lulled to 
sleep by you and your confederate nobles of the Netherlands, 
you fell back forthwith upon those pristine counsels of peace 
and piety, and conceived a formula of ecclesiastical regimen, 
than which, as it seems to all who long for the peace of 
Israel, nothing more sound and wholesome, nothing more 
firm for concord, could have been desired at this juncture. 
They who suppose that peace cannot be made in any other 
mode than by first conceiving, little by little, formulas and 


|} decrees about every thing, and then proclaiming that they 


who think otherwise are excluded from communion, cannot 


}but break up the necessary matters of belief into endless 


heads; so that any Christian, when asked respecting his 


/ * 
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faith, will be forced to consult an index of such decisions, or 


_ otherwise go to a library, and turn over his authors, before 


he can make any safe answer: which evil, indeed, when it 
had prevailed for several years in Scotland by the activity of 
cortain youlots, was afterwards cured by tho wubliority and 
godly prudence of the most serene King of Great Britain. 
Mor though pastors and bishops huve more heads of amplifi- 
cation and proof than the people have, yet it behoves them to 
havo equal heads of belief and holy life; and those few in 
number, and most simple in form. For God willy that all 
necessary things should be so set forth that no one mayjbe. . 
debarred from understanding them either by bodily weakness 
or by variety of occupation, or deterred by difficulty and 
obscurity. Nothing is more necessary than the sun and the 
moon, yet nothing is more plainly set forth for the uses of 
men. God Himself, who otherwise dwells in unapproachable 
light, so pours Himself into our minds and senses that we 
cannot look upon any created thing which does not witness 
of Him, and proclaim His wisdom, goodness, and justice. 
Then again, while the more abstruse matters of science can 
be prepared only in a long time, with much labour and many 


vigils, God hus willed that the necessary dogmas of belief, 


comprised in a few heads, should be placed before the Church 
by His Apostles; so that those who should agree in those 
things might bo called Christians, Catholics, Orthodox, even 
though, in certain minutie of proofs, one might perhaps go 
one way, and one another. ; 

Thomas [Aquinas], Adversus Gentes, has collected several 
instances; but we subjoin only one of them, because it 
deserves quotation. ‘‘ Because,” he says, “falsity is gene- 
rally mixed up with the investigation of human reason, on 
account of the weakness of our understanding in judging, and 
the admixture of phantasms ; and because those things which 
are most true and demonstrated would remain in doubt with 
many, whilst they are unaware of the force of the demon- | 
stration; and especially when they see that different things 
are taught by different men who are called wise ; because 
also with many truths which are demonstrated something 
false is sometimes intermixed which is not demonstrated, but 
is advanced with some probable or sophistical reason, which 
is at times reputed to bo demonstration ; therefore it was 
mect that the truth itself concerning Divine things should be 
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set forth to men with fixed cortainty by way of faith.” This . 
law, then, of faith remaining, as has been excellently written 

iby ‘Tertullian, the other matters of discipline and conversa- 

hip admit novelty of correction ; God’s grace, to wit, work- 

jing and helping to that very end. ‘The Apostles embraced 

lall things to be believed in a brief Creed: God Himself embo- 

ldicd what is to be done in the Decalogue : Christ included 
the things to be prayed for in the form of petition prescribed 
iby Himself. Who, then, is he who dares to be wise above 
God, Christ, the Apostles, and cither to burden the Church 
with his decisions, or, by injection of thorny questions, to dis- 
¢urb the minds of the-pious, and to tear asunder the unity of 
| the Church? If-any_one has so much pride of intellect or 
self-security, let him remember that it is the office of Faith 
to believe what you do not see, and to assent to things of 
which you know not the causes; ‘that Divine things are 
covered with a sacred veil of mysteries ; that it is ours to 
join action to faith, and to bear with all things in others 
which are not injurious to picty. It was never so well with 
the Christian world but that, when all agreed in necessaries, 
that is, in few things, they dissented in the rest, that is, im 


Ghurch was proverved entire. No ago can bo cited m which 
this would not have been allowed ; no ecclesiastical writer 
can be mentioned who dovs not occusionally diverge both 
from others and from himself; so that he who to-day wishes 
to defend any opinion beyond those necessary heads, will 
easily find among the ancients some one to set up in front of 
his notion. For this reason they seem to deserve well of 


‘mankind, who, judging that the unity and concord of the 


engage men’s minds to necessaries, and draw them back from 
disputation to the concerns of life: and as Socrates first 
placed Wisdom, recalled from the heavens, cities, so they 
recall Christian people from altercation to manners and life : 
for, though the labours of disputants may be pleasant, yet 
tho labours of DoERs, that is, of those who obey God, are both 
moro praiseworthy and more fruitful. : 

And, indeed, that.these were the constant wishes, the con- 
stunt endeavours, of our father, James ARMINIUS, while he 
lived, all who knew him can readily bear witness: we cer- 
tainly have often seen him join nights to days while meditat- 


| many things, one from another, even though the unity of the . 


Church are located in holy and religious liberty of thought, - 


‘yp ' 
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ing such things ag these. | Nor, truly, would it have bee 
difficult for him to arm his genius against the enemics of the 
Church, and to attack some Bellarmine, or the whole Papal 
phalanx together : but since he held that certain things a 
ae not uniss by them, certain not rightly by our men 
e did not think it his duty cither in another’s field to oa 
out the good corn with the noxious herbs, or in his own to 


_ sell as good and wholesome grain the darnel which the arch | 


-sower and interpolator of tares, the devil, had substituted. 

In the beginning, indeed, such was his candour, he hoped : 
that it would not be a matter of great labour: far since he: 
measured others by his own disposition, he thought that his 
brethren could be led, by courtesy, prudence, manifest reason, | 
either themselves freely to acknowledge and amend the ercard 


pointed out ; or, if obstinacy should overcome truth, (as is the 


case,) at least to suffer others to profess 5 i 

been lawful to do formerly. In i for eae ci 
thing to be a crime, that he should have dared to inquire into 
those dogmas which they and their standard-bearers had laid 
down. But the head and as it were the only fount of all 
those errors which he reproved, is that preposterously con-. 
ceived opinion respecting” Divine predestination : for he held 
that this chief doctrine, as it was put forth by Calvin, was 
not only foreign to all reason, but also alion to the fatire of 
God. Himsolf, and to the sacred writings; morooyor, 80 


‘ opposed to morals and all religion, that if any one were to 


regulate his life by the tenor of that opinion, he could not by © 
any means arrive at salvation. Jor why should he flee from 
the world or the flesh, with all the enticements of pleasures 
and the provocations of evil allurements, who believes and is 
surely persuaded that he canvor fall away from salvation, but 
that it is as necessary that he should be saved after ain ag. | 
that God should not break His own decree? Why shoud he 
labour for piety, righteousness, holiness,—the pursuit of 
which is ever bitter and, of itself, disagreeable,—who holds it 
of salaries fee that he is in the number of the abso- 
utely rejected because he knows i i 
Me ee be it, but that he may possibly 
And indeed, our parent often allowed that it was quite pos- 
sible that Doctors Calvin and Luther were led by some sort of 
veneration of the Scriptures into that opinion which he him- 


-gelf attacked: but since those very Scriptures were not — 
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| rightly understood by them, and all antiquity, Greek and | 


: Latin alike, dissented from them, and that very credulity was 
hurtful to picty, and would overthrow all religion, he thought: 
that he might, without damage to the public peace, set forth 
such things as were both agreeable to the Scriptures, and in 
accord with God’s nature, and fit for instilling picty; and 
judged that, if they were admitted, they would bring in peace 
and concord with holiness. But this especially struck his 
own pious breast, that, putting aside that absolute necessity 
of decrees and means subordinated to their ends, he saw that 
God, the Best and Holiest, must thereby be set down as the 
cause of sin; and that the infamy of supreme cruelty must, 
under title of justice, be charged upon the most merciful 
Deity. It is related that once on a time Tiberius Cesar 
wished a certain virgin to be strangled. Why ?' Because it 
so pleased him. But since that was forbidden by the custom of 
the country, by which it was unlawful to kill a pure virgin, 
he sent her to a vile woman, and, himself paving the way for 
his own decree, commanded her to be slain when she had 
been violated. According to Suetonius, (cap. Ixi.,) “ immature 
girls, because by traditional custom it was unlawful for vir- 
gins to be strangled, were first violated by the executioner, 
and thon: slrangled.” Pardon, 0 good Christ, tho doctors of 
Thy Church, who aro not afraid to toach, speak, write about 
God after Piborius’s exwuple,~ that God crowbed mon with 
this dosign, that thoy not only might fall, but also in order 
that they should actually fall; since Le could not accomplish 
those principal ends except on this plan.”* Dr. Junius, 
when he could have deserted Galvin’s more horrid opinion, 
preferred to plaster +t over; therefore he laid down as the 
subject of predestination, not man whom God had not yet 
determined to create, nor the same created with foreknowledge 
of his fall; but man created, so far as, having been endowed 
with natural gifts by God, he was called forth to supernatural 
good: which, indeed, whether it be the opinion of Thomas 
{Aquinas] or not, matters but little: it is certainly apparent 
that, as proposed and defended by Dr. J unius in the Univer- 
sity of Leyden, it contains nearly as many absurdities as are 
involved in that of Dr. Calvin. 
After our parent had thoroughly sifted this opinion for 
himself, and had found it not to rest on such firm foundations 


* Prycavor adversis Schafman. 
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as to satisfy his own mind, it then seemed best to him to 
institute a Conference, respecting both it and that former 
opinion of Calvin, with Dr. Junius; with whom not so long 


‘ before he had held discourse about Divine Providence, and : 


indeed with the desired success. Having therefore written a 
short paper to him, he endeavoured therein to prove by cer- 
tain choice arguments, that in both those opinions, besides 
other improprieties, the necessity of sin is introduced ; and 
that therefore we -must leave them, and come to the er 
which would suppose the creation and fall. If he had gob. 
this granted, it was his intention to go still deeper, and to 
bet forth at length the decree respecting the salvation of 
believers and the condemnation of infidels. Junius replied to 
that paper, but not according to the expectation of the in- 
quirer: since, partly by putting a common ratio of the object 
—Wwhich is almost dxatadyrrov, “‘ incom prehensile eae 
by twisting the words of the authors, he attempted to make 
up one: opinion out of several, contrary to their intention 
each of whom maintained his own. Ou considering ie 
answer, then, our parent had determined to break off this 
Conference. But, when he afterwards learnt that this very 
reply, having been transcribed by the table companions of the 
wuthor, was flying overywhore through the hands of the stu- 


' dious, contrary to what had at first been agreed upon, nay, 


< 


Uaub ib would porchaunco bo brought oub into the light, be . 
published ; this led him to prepare a very brief Reply, and to 
sond ib to Dr. Junius. Dr. Junius had that Reply in his 
possession for six entire years, before he was called by God 
from this life; and yet he never touched it, even by word. But 
after his death our parent increased and amplified it, in accord- 
ance with that mode which we now present... Vicrory was not 
sought by him, but rrurx. Dr. Junius had his due praises, 
which that person who has lately extolled him so much 
that one might suppose no one dared to open his mouth 
against him while alive, does not as yet sufficiently compre- 
hend. Would that we might have seen that man’s answer to 
this exception!’ ,Grave and learned men might perchance 
have gained a more ample judgment about the whole matter. — 
This, however, we take to be settled, that henceforth it will be 
manifest to any one that no answer is possible to many, nay, 
to most, [of our father’s arguments]; and that if the discus- 
sion had procecded further, Junius would have been reduced 
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| to extromitios, and would either have changed his opinion, 
which is tho part of candour, or havo betrayed his obstinacy, 
which was most foreign to his manners. 

This Conference, therofore,—because it explains the chief 
Ppoint of sacred theology ;—lor, us prodoglination, such is 
religion ;—and because it was instituted between two men 
excelling in learning ; and because it has been long and much 
sought for with great wishes ;—when, by the persuasion of 
our fathor’s frionds, wo had decided to publish it, and wore 
seeking for some patron to this work, we inseribed it to you, 
illustrious and great-souled Nobles, whose moderation has 
both been long known to the Christian world, and of late has 
shone forth much more in the promulgation of the ecclesias- 
tical decrees ; and whose affection towards our dear father, 
while he lived, was so great, that even by the remembrance 
of it we soothe some part of our grief and sorrow. You made 
1 use of him sometimes whilst alive to settle the controversies 
that sprang up in your Churches: make use. now of his coun- 
gel, when he is dead, to instil piety and real religion into your 
} citizens with the truth. So may Jesus Christ, the eternal 
} Son of God, preserve you to your country, and bless your 
‘counsels, illustrious, most noble, and magnific Lords ! 

Giyon at Leyden, March 8th, in the year of the last age 
Luts. 

Your illustrious and noblo Magnifieoncos’ most dovotod, 
ue Ninu ORPHAN CHILDREN oF 
Dr. James Arminius, THEOLOGIAN. 


PREFACE OF THE DUTCH EDITOR. 
TO THE READER. 


Tou hast here, friendly Reader, the moderate disputation 
| of two most grave Theologians respecting Divine Predestina- 
| tion; one which does not solve all doubtful points about this 
| head of; doctrine, but at least the principal ones of that 
| opinion which the illustrious man, Dr. Francis Junius, had 


| quick, but only so far as they border closely on the Junian 
fancies: for Arminius attacked them more fully in his little 
Pook against Perkins; most fully in the separate book in 


} embraced. Calvin’s paradoxes are not here cut down to the 


\ 
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which certain unexpected Theses of Dr. Francis Gomar on 
this subjoct aro oxaminod. 

But as this discussion of the two men, instituted for the sake 
of the truth, was liberal and ingenuous, 80 I believe that thou 
‘will find a glunco over it -ploasant and profilublo to thyself. 
It will, be well worth while to observe how blandly and 
politely Arminius first addresses Junius; how distinctly ho 
propounds his own sentiments, how clearly he explains them, 
with how much judgment he arranges thom, with what. 
strongth he confirms them. Again, with what gravity Junius 
responds to Arminius, how curiously he examines all things, 
how speciously be distinguishes, how shrewdly he shuns some 
points, how dexterously he dissimulates. In fine, how, having - 
stripped off every disguise, Arminius afterwards brings for- 
ward the naked truth, and sets it before the noonday sun, as 
it were, and casts back the weapons hurled against him, with 


_ whatever force they have been thrown. 


Great, no doubt, was the name of Dr. Junius among many; - 


-but that of Arminius was no less among some: the former 


was illustrious in fame with foreigners; the latter with his 
own people. In the former there was manifold erudition; in 
the latter, with aiknowledge of philosophy, there also flou- 
rished’ an exact acquaintance with Theology, acquired hy 
unwourlod gludy und amogt ardent vows lo God. he formor 
wishod to know many things; tho lattor thought himself por- 
fectly accomplished, if he knew this one thing which he pro- 
fessed, the Sacred Scripture. The former was more ready in 
judgment ; the latter, scrupulous and slow. Both, ‘however, 


_ were lovers of peace and concord, but with differing purposes. 


The former, when he had propounded his own opinion, endea- 


-youred to incline and bend other opinions, however diverse, 


to it: the latter, when he had examined all sentiments with 
religious care, embraced that ‘alone which he judged to be 
true; the rejection of the others being conducted in such a 
manner that he held himself to have sufficiently studied con- 
cord if, when a fundamental agreement had been laid down, 
free discussion of other points was allowed. Hence has it 
happened that few follow the opinion of the former, in spite 
of the celebrity of his name; but many, that of the latter. 
But perhaps Dr. Junius may be pardoned for treating this 
matter a little too coldly ; for since he did not yet know fully 


. what Dr. Arminius’s opinion was on Predestination, he seems 
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not to have been able to direct his replies so much to the 
attack of those Arminian tenets, as to the defence of his own. 
With what amount of solidity this is done, thou wilt judge 
from the reading itself. Meanwhile accept a Synopsis of that 
Conference, and learn therefrom what has been performed by 
each. Farewell. 


SYNOPSIS OF THE CONFERENCE. 


Tur Proem of JAMES ARMINIUS. 
Tur Proem of FRANCIS JUNIUS to his Answer. 
I. Arminius recounts three opinions about Predestination. 

Junius, being about to make those opinions agree, lays down two pre- 
liminary distinctions. : 

Arminius distinguishes those three opinions; shows that they differ 
not merely in the mode of expression ; and examines the two 
Junian distinctions. ; 

HIT. Arminius sets forth the difference between the three opinions. 

Junius teaches that the word “reprobation” is taken in a threefold 
signification, and that Arminius has committed an error in the 
equivocal use of that word. 

Arminius shows that he has used the word “ reprobation” in the sig- 
nification familiar to Junius himself. 

III. Dr. Calvin's opinion is set forth by Arminius. 
Inning denies that it is Calvin’s, and commends his own as tho Calvin- 
inn doctrine. 

Arminius provos that if ¢@ Calvin's, mtd showa that tho Junian opinion 
is quite alion from Calvin's Intention. 

IV. The opinion of Thomas [Aquinas] \is propounded, which Juning 
follows, 

Juniug denies that it is Thomas's opinion. 

Ayminius demonstrates that, even though it be not Thomas’s, yet it 

; was set forth by Junins in the Theses publicly disputed. © 
| Y. Tho opinion of the Blessed Augustine is set forth. 
- Junius endeavours to reconcile it with the former ones. 
Arminius urges tho differgnce of this from the former ones. 
VI. The first opinion—that of Calvin—is examined. 

Dr. Junius—after ho has trealed of the meaning of that opinion, of its 
agreement with the second and third, of certain fundamental mat- 
ters necessary to its ,dofence—examines Dr. Arminius’s, argu- 

a ments. 1. His saying that God cannot decree any act of Mis 
: mercy or justice with regard to him whom He has not yet decreed 
to be, or whom He considers indeed as created, but in pure 
naturals, 2. Ilis saying that it is a consequent therefrom, that 
God is the author of sin, At length he propounds two questions : 
one, How sin can be free, when will is from God? Tho other, 
Why God has implanted a will in man ? 


Arninius, 1, Proves that the opinion of the authors was faithfully set . 


a 


{ 
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forth by him. 2. Examines the Junian foundations, rospecting 
God’s essence. Of the causes of tho Divine actions. 3, Examines 
the Junian answers to the arguments adduced by himself. To the 

_.. first. ‘To the second. 4. Sifts briefly the Junian distinctions. 

_5. Also other distinctions, which he had said were made by the 
authors of that opinion, and which Junius had passed by; as, 

(1.) That in sin the act is one thing, the wickedness of it another. 

(2.) That God’s decree lays down necessity indeed, but not com- 

pulsion. (38.) That the decree must be distinguished from the exe- 

cution of the decree. (4.) That in this matter an efficacious decree 
is one thing, a permissive decree another. (5.) That it is.a— 
necessary act indeed with respect to the decree, but a contingent 
one in respect of human nature. (6.) That God seeks in reproba- 
tion not so much the destruction of the creature, as His own glory. 

VII. Arminius passes on to the opinion of Thomas [Aquinas]. 

‘Mr. Junius says that he should have liked Arminius to have assailed | 
the former opinion with more arguments, if it could have been 
done. 

Arminius denies that his former arguments were met by Junius, and 
gives in addition three new arguments. 

VIII. Arminius comprises Thomas’s opinion in three questions. 

Junius acknowledges them, but distinguishes the expression ‘ pure 
naturals,” and rejects the word “ reprobation” in a catachrestical 
sense. 

Arminius explains the expression “ pure naturals ;” and substitutes the 
word “ predamnation” for ‘‘ reprobation.” | - 

IX. Tho first question is proposed; Whother the object of election and 
non-eloction ig mon considered in puro naturals? Arminius 
donios that. 

Juulus oxplung the op{nion, and alrms that man was considered by 
God in the general, without regard to sin as a cause. 

Arminius shows that the status of the quostion has boon eraflily 
changed: for, that what is inquired is, whether sin be a condition 
pre-existing in the object to be elected. He proves that it is. 

X. It is proved that in election man is not considered by God in pure 
naturals, 1. Because such a man was never created by God; 

: 2. Because God does not select and choose except after sin. 

Junius distinguishes that expression ‘pure naturals.” He then proves 
that the image of God was natural to man. But He denies the 
latter reason. 

Arminius, being about to vindicate that former argument, teaches what 
is natural, what supernatural ; and also what parts of God’s imago 
were natural, what supernatural, in Adam. He then refutes those 
arguments by which Junius had proved that those good things 
were natural; and lastly shows by what act of God Adam pos- ' 
sessed this or that part of the image, Afterwards he asserts his 
second argument, 

XI. He proves the same, 1. From our being called clect in Christ: 
2. Because election was made according to grace. : 

Junius is perplexed, and, in answer to the first proof, denies that Christ 
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is the Mediator of sinners only. In answer to the second, he says 
that graco is taken by Arminius secundum quiil, ‘ relatively,” 
whereas if ought to be understood simply. 

Arminius vindicates his two arguments; and shows, on behalf of the 
former, that by the word “ Mediator” is to be understood nono 
obhor (han a Reconvilor, On bohalf of tho Iatlor, that ho did nob 
understand any other grace than what is conferred on the sinner. 

XII. The same is proved in preterition, which also must presuppose sin. 

‘Junius blames tho definition of preterition on a threefold account: 
then denies the minor of the syllogism, and its first support, and 
second. Afterwards he proves, by reason, authority, example, 
that the cause of preterition isnot in man. 

Arminius shows that that matter, respecting definition, was the point 
in question; for that ho himself had not defined. Ho makes 
answer to those three objections; and afterwards defends the first 
argument of his minor, and the second: Then he refutes what 
Junius had adduced from reason, authority, example. Lastly, ho 
shows that the negative act by which man was permitted to fall 
into sin cannot be called an act of preterition; and then defends 
his second argument. 


that it does. not deal with men considered in pure naturals. 

Junius put the statement of this question in another form. 

Arminius admits the form given by Junius. 

XIV. Arminius proves what he had said, 1. From this, that man was not 
so created by God in pure naturals, but in supernatural graco. 
2. From this, that a Law was given to man, which could not be 
performed without supernatural graco. 

Junius says that he answered the first member undor Proposition X.: 
as for tho lattor, ho doniog that that particular law respocting tho 
tree of knowledge of good and evil belonged to all men. He 
endeavours to refute the arguments of Arminius by which he had 
proved tho contrary; the first, second, third, and fourth, 

Arminius shows that tho first member had been maintained by him in 
asserting Proposition X. He now confirms the second in the sym- 
bolic law; and also here makes his other assertions. 

Y. Tho samo is proved from this, that the grace which is provided for 
man by predestination is evangelical. 

Junius refers that about evangelical grace to the graco of conservation, 
not to the grace of restoration. 

Arminius urgos that evangelical grace is concerned with the restora. 
tion of man a sinner. 

VI. The samo is proved from this, that leaving man in a state of 
naturo, without the addition of supernatural grace, would haye 
been a cause of sin, 

- Junius answers that supernatural grace was not due. 

| Arminius replics that it was due. 

VII. With regard to preparation for punishment of those who have 
becn passed by, Arminius denios that their punishments have 
beon so prepared by God. 


XIII. With regard to the provision of grace and its denial, it is taught 
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Junius affirms that they were. 
Arminius persists in the contrary. 
XVIII. Arminius proves his own opinion, 1. From this, that necessary 
sins are so appointed. 2. Because spiritual punishment is destined — 
for thoso who have been repelled by God’s antecedent decree from 
spiritual roward. 
Junius donios that tho formor follows. Of the latter he says that no 
ono has been repelled by God’s antocedent decree from spiritual 
reward. 


Arminius defends the former argument by the very words of Junius. 


He asserts that the second one rests on the Junian hypothesis ex- 
pressed in the Theses. 

XIX. The game is proved by this argument: God must be conceived to 
docreo just as Ho executes: But Ho exceutes upon the sinner: 
Therefore. 

Junius distinguishes, and says that the man is indeed elected and 
passed-by by God, but that the sinner is damned. He therefore 
interprets what is said, ‘‘ That predestination actually puts nothing 
in the predestinated,” to mean, ‘supposes nothing.” He denies 
also that it is true that God’s grace is not bestowed except on a 
sinner. 

Arminius explains the Scholastic phrase; and shows that the grace 
provided by predestination is not given except to a sinner. 

XX. It is shown that the supports of the Junian opinion are very weak. 
1. That about the necessary declaration of the liberal grace and 
goodness of God: for he says that this appeared in creation. 
2. That about the necessary declaration of the Divine justice : for 
this could be manifested otherwise. 8, That about the naturo of 
providence : for he denies that it is fitting for it to permit any one 

to fall away from the highost ond. 

Junius endeavours to strengthen those supports. 

Arminius explains his own arguments, and effectually overthrows 
thoso of Junius. 

XXI, Arminius, comparing Junius’s opinion with that of Calvin, shows 
that in both of them the necessity of sinning is introduced, Junius 
denies that. 

Arminius distinctly proves it: first in Calvin’s opinion, where he also 
refutes what had been adduced in its excuse and defence; after- 
wards in Mr. Junius’s opinion. 

XXII, Nay, it is shown that the second opinion, which is that of Junius, 
is even less probable than the first. 

Argument i. Because it devises such an object as never existed. 

Junius affirms that he answered this argument under Propositions VI. 
and X. 

Arminius says that those answers also were demolished by him. 

XXIII, Argument ii. Because it joins together heterogeneous 
decrees. 

Junius, on the other hand, avers that the decrees cohere rightly with 
each other. 

Arminius clearly shows the contrary. 
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XXIV. Argumont iii. Boeauso it lorves a gap botwoon tho docroo of 
proterition and that of roprobation, which Calvin fills up. 
Jnnius donios Uho nood of a middlo docroo, 
Arminius shows that there is no right way of arriving from protorition 
- . at predamnation, except by tho intervention of a positive decree 
of necessary sin. 

XXYV. Argumentiv. Because it is incongruous, as being one which may 
conceive of men either as not considered in Adam recently 
created; orasnotallconsidered; oras considered in different modes. 

* Junius, in order to struggle out of it, lays down the theory, that creation 
is natural, predestination supernatural; and that therefore it is 
not wonderful if the former is considered in one way, the latter 


in another. 
Arminius denies that that is the consequent. 
XXVI. Argument v. Because it introdnees an equivocal decree, and 
one that is certain only under condition of division. 


Junius denies that. 
Arminius explains his meaning, and confirms it efficaciously. 
XXVII. The opinion of the Blessed Augustine, which was tho third, is 
left untouched by Arminius ; and why ? 
Junius says that it agrees with those two former ones. 
Ayminius shows that it does not agree ; and concludes. 


FRIENDLY CONFERENCE OF JAMES ARMINIUS WITLI 
FRANCIS JUNIUS 


ABOUT PREDESTINATION, 
CARRILD ON BY MEANS OF LETTERS. 


YO UULAT MONT PLEO rirour MAN, Dit, JANCIS JUNTUB, A UOTE IN 
CURIST, TO Be TREATED WITH ALL DUE RUSeucr BY ML, JAMLS 


ARMINIUS SENDS GREETING, 

Most illustrious man, revered by me on many aecounts,— 
Try who do not give their assent to the opinions of others, 
secm indeed to themselves to do so from correct judgment, 
and wish to scem so to others: but an ignoring of the senti- 
ments of others is too often the cause of that dissent; a 
cause, however, which they will not acknowledge in them- 
Hitherto I have not been able to give my adhesion 
d to the opinions of learned men, 
as well of our own as of ancient days, about the decree of 
Predestination and Reprobation. A consciousness of my own 
inexperience does not suffer me to attribute the cause of this 
difference to soundness of judgment: that I should ascribe it 
to ignorance is scarcely allowed by my own opinion, in which 

I scem to mysclf to have rightly apprehended their senti- 
ments. Thus far, then, I have hesitated; fearing to assent 
to another’s opinion, of which I was not fully persuaded in 


sclves. 
with sure persuasion of min 
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my own mind ; and not daring to aflirm that which indeed I 
held to bo truor, but which was not as yot approyed by tho 
sullrages of the more learned. Wherefore I have thought it 
necessary for my own peace of mind to confer with the Doce- 
tors upon this decree, in order to try whether. their erudite 
help would take away my doubting and ignorance, and gene- 
rate knowledge and certainty in my mind. And this I have 
done already with some of my equals, and with others who 
are in authority; but (to confess the truth) only with useless 
or hurtful issue to myself. Wherefore I have thought it best 


_ to betake myself to you, whom, partly from your published 


writings, partly from the account given me by others, I know 
to be such a man as I may fearlessly hope to gain certain 
fruit from. . 
ANSWER OF FRANCIS JUNIUS. 
- TO THAT MOST LEARNED MAN, JAMES ARMINIUS, DEAREST SIR AND 
BROTHER, GREETING. 

Tur cause of my long silence, respected brother, must be 
attributed to Tertullian, who, as you are not unaware, was 
undertaken by me some time ago. Meanwhile I placed your 
letter on a shelf directly in my view, that I might be reminded 
of my duty towards you, and might attend to the argument 
of your inquiry a8 goon us possible. And indecd you desire 
from mo a sure explanation of one most weighty quostion : in 
which question whut thero is of truth is fully known to God; 
He has expressed in Tis word what is cnough, and that wo 
both consult a8 tho oracle of God. What you think, or do 
not think, you state openly: what I think, you wish to be 
declared by me; in order that from this mutual encounter 
and communication we may illustrate the truth of Divine 
Grace, I will do what I can, according to the measure which 
the Lord has measured to me; and whatever I see of this 
most august mystery I will point out, whether I shall have 
discerned it from the truth, or from the looking-glass of 
opinion; that you may possess with me what is of God; that 
what we do not see, you may with me investigate, if it can be 
sought in the word; that what is merely of my own opinion, 
you may, if you think it better, lovingly and brotherly lay 
open, and recall me into the way of truth by a salutary 
admonition. 

I will say nothing here of the remarks premised, because I 
prefer to run on to the thing itself, which has more to do 
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| mpos oixodSopiy THs Xpelas, with the ‘building up of the need- 
| ful,” which the Apostle commands. [Eph. iv. 29.] Ihold that 
all of us are zealous for piety and truth; but all do not on 
that account see all the truth in piety. ‘‘ We know in part, and 
wo prophesy in part;” (1 Cor. xiii. 9 ;) and the Spirit of truth 
from day to day is leading us into all truth. (John xvi. 18.) 
Part of the truth we perceive, and part-we hand down: the 
rest the Spirit of truth is about to give at His own special 
seasons to those who ask. May He, then, grant to both of 
- us to receive and to deliver the truth! 

In order that we may each of us. the better derive advan- 
tage from this friendly Conference, and that nothing may 


who confer,) I will-follow the very tracks of your letter, 
“writing out word by word, and distinguishing into some sort 
of heads the passages you have written; and I will put under 
them in the same order my own opinion about each; so that 
at every point you may be able clearly to discern what I 
agree with, what not; and on what foundations and reasons 
my opinion is grounded, and so may according to God’s will 
decide in accordance with the mode of my reply. This, then, 
is the first passage of your writing, where you may recognise 
yourself as speaking :— 


THT FIRST PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS, 
AS MADE INTO A SECTION BY JUNIUS. 

I srxz therefore, most illustrious man, that on the whole 
there are three opinions about this article, [predestination ] 
which haye their supporters amongst the Doctors of our 
~ Church. One is that which is called Calvin’s and Beza’s; 
the second, that of Thomas [Aquinas] and his followers; the 
third, that of Augustine and those who imitate him. All 


eternal and immutable decree determined to give to certain 
men—others being passed by—life eternal and supernatural, 
and to afford to the same men those means which are neces- 
sary and efficacious for obtaining that life. .- 


THE ANSWER OF F. JUNIUS TO THE FIRST PROPOSITION. 
Ir any one were wishful to accumulate various opinions, he 
might soon have several to show: but let these be the opin- 
ions of men of undoubted pre-eminence in the method of 


drop from me unawares, (as-generally is the case with those ~ 


agree in this, which they equally hold: That God by an ~ 
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teaching the truth of this doctrine. With regard, however, 
to that in which you declare all of them to agree, there are 
two things most worthy of explanation and animadversion, | 
unless my mind deceives me. One of these is that which you 
aver to be most true: ‘‘ That God by an eternal and immu- 
table decree determined to give to certain men life eternal 
and supernatural.” But that that eternal life is not here 
primarily and of itself the work of that Divine predestina- 
tion, but rather secondarily and by consequence the result of 
adoption, ris viobeclas, is shown by the Apostle, Eph. i. 5: 
‘‘Having predestinated us unto the adoption of children by 
Jesus Christ to Himself, according to the good pleasure of 
His will,” &c. And a little after, verse 9: “‘ Which He hath 


- purposed in Himself: that in the dispensation of the fulness ° 


of times He might gather together in one all things in 
Christ,” &c. And Rom. viii. 17: “But if children, then 
heirs; heirs of God, and joint-heirs with Christ,” &e. Yot I 
do not ignore the fact, that the definition of a thing is faulty, - 
if any effect is put for the differentia, or distinguishing qua- — 


lity. Predestination, if you regard its proper differentia, 


Scripture being witness, is “to the adoption of children,” to 


-filiation (so to speak) or filial adoption, of which the effect 


and consequent is eternal life. Thus it is true that wo are 
predestinated to life, but the proper oxprossion is that wo 
nro prodostinatod to “the adoption of children” by tho spo- 
cial grace of our heavenly Mather. Whoever sets forth the 
one position, supposes the other: but it is necessary that the 
former one should be set forth in the common treatment 
always and without exception. Wherefore it seems that the 


- whole course of this argument will be more easy, if we 


regard that saving decree of Divine predestination in this 
order: That God predestinated us to the adoption of sons of 
God in Christ “to Himself,” and fixed beforehand the way 
and end of that adoption by His eternal decree: that the 
way, indeed, is that of grace, leading us in the path of duty, 
by our call and justification : that the end is that of life, 
which we shall obtain by our perfect glorification; (Rom. ~ 
viii. 80 ;). which are the effects of that grace, and the unmis- 
takeable consequences of our adoption. It is therefore 
expressed briefly, when God is said to. have predestinated 
certain men to that life: but in process of teaching enough 
does not seem to be said, nor that in a suitable man- 
o 2 
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nor, unloss gratuitous adoption in Christ bo laid down as 
prior to justification and lifo and glory. 

This other thing bosides scoms to mo to noed animadver- 
sion, when you say that God “afforded to the same men 
those means which are necessary and eflicacious. to obtain 
that life.’ For, though these things are said most truly, 


yet it is necessary that they should be cautiously distin-— 


guished, and received with religious care. Tho work of 
_ Divine predestination is (so to speak) our filiation, because 
God is our Father, and joins us to Himself as sons by grace. 
But whatever God ordained to consummate this adoption in 
us, that with regard to our adoption is not the means, but a 
nocossary udjunct or corollary. ‘That ctornal lifo itself is a 
corollary of our adoption “to Himself.” But in respect of the 
adjuncts and consequents, they may bo termed the mutual 
means of cach other; as calling is termed the means of justi- 
fication, and justification of our glorification. (Rom. viii.) 
But, though they are means, most of them are necessary and 
efficacious relatively, (secundum quid,) not by themselves and 
simply: for if they were necessary and efficacious of them- 
selves and simply, they would be equally necessary and effi- 
cacious in all the pious and elect. But most of the means 
avo nob of that sorts simoo-ovon infants, and they who como, 
eallod by tho Lord, at tho last hour, will obtain eternal lifo 
without thom. hose aro passing romarks: ollorwiso L 
quito agroo about tho mattor, 


$ REPLY OF J. ARMINIUS TO THE ANSWER OF F. JUNIUS. 


TO THE MOST ILLUSTRIOUS MAN, DR. FRANCIS JUNIUS, A BROTHER IN 
CIIRIST, TO BE REGARDED WITH DUL REVERENCE. 

_ Most illustrious man, and one venerated by me on many 
accounts,—I uayn read your writing, and re-read it, and have 
examined it with what diligence I could, comparing each of its 
parts accurately with my own propositions according to my 
ability, that I might judge the more surely of the truth of the 


matter which is in debate between us. But whilst I am - 


weighing everything in the light of judgment, I think I per- 
ceive that most of my propositions and arguments are not 
refuted in your answer. Wherefore I dare to take pen in 
hand, and indite something by which I may. denote what I 
desire in that reply, and set forth my reasons. But lam quite 
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porsuadod that your rovoronco will not take that worse than you 
did the liberty which I used in my former writing, and will point 
out to mo, wilh tho samo kindnogs, whatovor miy noo correc: 
tion, or may seem worthy of refutation : in order that I may, 
be enabled by your faithful aid to know the truth which I 
seck in simplicity of heart, and to unfold it to others, as occa- 
sion shall require, for the glory of God and their salvation. 
May Ho, tho Spirit of truth, be with mo, and so direct my 
mind and hand that they nowhere swerve from the truth. 1 


~ however, anything may have dropped from me not in accord- 


ance with His true meaning, that I wish to be accounted as 
unsaid, unwritten. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO 
TIE FIRST PROPOSITION. ¥ 
I nave in my former letter laid down three diverse—not 
contrary—opinions of our Doctors respecting tho decree of Pre- 
destination and Reprobation: more might perhaps be adduced, - 
but not differing equally between themselves and from one © 
another. For each of those is distinguished by conspicuous 
marks which concern the essence and nature of the thing ° 
itself of which we are treating. 1. First, they cach endue the 
ohjoct of tho docroo (man) with a difforing mode and formal 
ratio, whilst one presents him to God whon decrocing as to bo 
ovobod, nnolhor nui orentod, the third as fillon, 2. hoy nd 
just to that decree either other Divine properties, or the same 
considered in another way. Vor tho first brings im morey and 
justice as setting before themselves their own object; the 
third brings in those properties as finding their object ready 
sct before them; the second places grace which serves as ® 
gonus to that mercy before predestination, and liberty of grace — 
before non-election, or the preparation of preterition, and 
justice before punishment. 3. They differ from cach other in 
certain acts. The first opinion attributes the act of creation 
to that decree, and subordinates the fall of man to the same 
decree: the’ second and third put ereation first ; the third 
even supposes the fall of man to be previous to the decree, 
holding that the decree of election which flows from mercy, 
and that of reprobation which is administered out of justice, 
connot have place except about a man considered as a sinner, 
and therefore as deserving misery. js 
_ Hence it is evident that I was not without ground in dis- 
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priminating those opinions from each other, which are by 
ie notable difference separated and distinguished among 
themselves. But you might perchance more easily persuade 
me than those authors themselves and their followers that 
hoso Doctors of ours differ only in tho modo of teaching tho 
Bame truth. Jor Beza in many places contends fiercely that 
aod, when predestinating and reprobating, considers man not 
ps made, much less as fallen, but as to be made, and will have 
phat to be signified under the name of “‘mass”’ (or “lump’’) in 
iRom. ix. 21, and fastens grave absurdities on those who think 
| therwise. For instance, he says that those who present 
jman as created to God-when decreeing, make Him out to be 
jmprudent, as having ereatcd man before He had determined 
jvith Himself anything about his ultimate end. On those who 
bresent man as fallen he charges the crime of denying Divine 
iProvidence, without whose decree and ordination sin entered 
jnto the world according to the doctrine of such. 

I easily bear with, nay, I praise, any one who is desirous 
pather to reconcile the opinions of the Doctors than to sepa- 
tate them farther apart, provided that be done by suitable 
ipl anation of their sentiments which apparently differ, not by 
interchanging of the same, nor by any addition discordant with 
ho opinions themsclvos. - IIo who doos othcrwiso docs not 
ain the desired fruit of conciliation, and docs obtain that 
osull of w aimisvoprosontod opinion,—ill favour among tho 
huthors themselves. 
| As regards those two things which you think should be 
emarked in cxplanation of the agreement of those senti- 
ments,—in the first I agree with you, in the other I do not 
much dissent from you. For, immediately, Predestination is 
lhnto adoption, and by it unto life: but when I here set forth 
he opinions of othexs, I haye not thought it my part to cor- 
ect them. Gladly, however, do I accept correction, though 
t help little or nothing towards settling this controversy. 
Nay, I think that it conduces to the establishment of my own 
bpinion. For adoption in Christ requires not only the put- 
ing of sin as a condition required in the object, but also 
some other thing, which I did not think it necessary to dis- 
uss in my former letter. That thing is faith in Jesus Christ, 
vithout which adoption actually accrues to no one, and with- 
but the considcration of which adoption is prepared for no 
pne by Divine predestination. (John i. 12.) Tor believers 


| 
: 
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are adopted,—not the adopted gifted with faith : adoption is 
provided for those that shall believe,—not faith provided for 
those that are to be adopted; just as justification is provided 
for believers,—not faith for the justified. The Scripture 
shows us this order in numberless places. But in what sense 
you designate calling and justification “tho way of adop- 


~ tion,” I do not fully comprehend. For the way of adoption 


may be defined, that which will lead to adoption, and that by 
which adoption tends to its goal, You seem to take the 
way” in the lattor acceptation, since you make justification 
posterior to adoption, and call that the way of grace, leading 
us along in duty by our calling and justification. 
And hero two things are not unworthy of remark. The 
first is, that you subjoin calling to adoption, as if the latter . 
preceded; which I think can scarcely be affirmed. concerning 
the entire call. For there is a call of sinners and unbelievers 
to faith in Christ. Thereis a call of believers to conformity 
to Christ, and to communion with Christ. Scripture makes 
that former call precedaneous to adoption. The latter call is 
to adoption itself, which is included in conformity and com- 
munion with Christ. The second thing is that you make 
adoption prior to justification ; both of which I hold to fall to 
pelicvers at the same period in respect of time, but in the 
order of nature justification before adoption. Tor tho justified 
man is adopted, not the adopted man justified : which is de- 
clared as woll by tho order of obtaining those bonelits olfeotod 
by Christ, as by that of the imputation of the same benefits 
effected by God in Christ. Tor Christ obtained the remission 
of sins before adoption,—I mean by nature ; and righteousness 
is imputed before sonship. ‘‘ For when we were enemics, we 
were reconciled to God by the death of His Son:” (Rom. v. 10 3] 
but, being reconciled, we are adopted as sons. Let us consider 
what things are opposed to that .—I mean, imputation of EI, 
and non-adoption. From these that order may be clearly 
geen. Sin is the cause of exclusion from sonship by way of 
merit ; imputation of sin is the cause of the same oe 
by way of justice punishing sin according to merit. As 0 
what you observe in the second place about means, they 
said, by the authors whose opinion I am relating, to be w a 
- God has both subordinated to the decree of Predestination, an 
arranged before its execution ; not those by which, ee 2 
respect of which, Predestination itself was made, whether to 
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jdoption or to life. But whethor those things, adjuncts, 
orollaries, means, or by whatever other name they may be 
jalled, only conduce to the consummation of the adoption 
jlready destined for some; or whether they have been con- 
ndored by God in tho predestination itsclf to sonship, as 
aecessary adjuncts of those to be predestinated, is a point 
Which I think may be most usefully considered. 


THE SECOND PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


Bur they differ among themselves: for the jirst presents to 
rod, when electing and predestinating, also when passing by and 
seprobating, (although it does not make these proper distinc- 
ions,) men not yet created, but tobe created: the second presents 
jhem as created indeed; but considered in puris naturalibus, 
#0 Him when electing and predestinating, to be raised out of 
tature above nature; to Him when passing by, as considered 
i the same nature ; to Him when reprobating, as sunk in sing 
ly their own fault: the third presents them as fallen in Adam, 
nd lying in the mass of corruption and perdition, to Him 
oth when clocting and predestinating, and whon passing by 
nd reprobating. 


= 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO TIIE SECOND PROPOSITION. 


In this slatemont of opinions (which aro scomingly opposed, 
v4 not roally contrary) you aro somohow docoived, as wo shall 
ow in their order, But in this discussion I should wish 
rofully to avoid ono homonym, (or ambiguity,) in tho vorb 
reprobate,” and tho verbal noun ‘ reprobation.” ‘This ex- 
ression is used in three ways,—one common, two particular. 
he common signification is when non-election, or passing by 
nd damnation, is comprehended in that term, as Calvin and 
Beza frequently have used it; so, however, as sometimes to 
lave made a distinction. The particular mode of meaning is 
hen it is opposed to election, and denotes non-clection or 
retcrition in the Latin sense as used in the forum; which 
xpression the l'athers adopted from the common use of the 
atins. Tho modo is particular, also, whon “ roprobation” is 
Iksed for damnation, as I observe that it is used by you, my 
other, in all this writing. The first mode is ‘‘ syneedochi- 
au,” tho second “by the way,” (comiuon, or ordinary,) tho 
hird “metonymical ;” I add that it may also rightly be called 
catachrostical,” if you attend to the just distinction of these 
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-momboers. I éntirely approve of the second, and shall keep to 


it in all this treatise. 


‘ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER 
TO TIE SECOND PROPOSITION, 


I sravrep the difference, not contrariety, between those 
opinions, and I havo already explained it according to my 
own sense. I am unwilling to spend much labour in proof there- 
of: for my endeavour is, that some one of the positions laid 
down, or any other opinion, perchance unknown to me, should 
be approved. Butthe word “‘reprobation,” however “homony- 
mous” it may be, was not used by mein a “ homonymous” 
(ambiguous) manner: and if it had been, the blame thereof © 
would not have lain at my door, seeing I had to use that word 
according to the meaning and usage of those whose opinions I 
was relating ; but specially according to the meaning of your- 
self, with whom a Conference was instituted upon this article, 
have I used that word. For I had looked into various places of 
your writings, and I found that in them the word was used by 
you in that last sense, which here you call tho “ eatachrestic.” 
I will adduce some passages, from which your Neverence will 
rocogniso that I have used that word according to your con- 
stant usage. For so your “ Notes upon the Hpistle of Jude” 
havo it: (fol. 27, 6:) “Whe proper cause of reprobation ib nan 
himsolf by his own sin dying in his sins.” So in the “ Sacrod. 
Axioms about Nature and Grace” prefixed to your refutation of 
tholittlo book of Puccianus, axioms 44-6-6-7-8, and espocially 
49 and 50; thowords of which I will herocile. Axiom 49 ; But 
neither is preterition (passing-by) the cause of reprobation or 
damnation, but only its antecedent. Its proper and internal 
efficient cause is, indeed, the sin of the creature, but its acci- 
dental and external cause the justice of God.” Axiom 50: 
‘‘Reprobation, then, (to distinguish the matter clearly,) is 
understood either in its wider signification, or in its narrower 
and proper sense. It is taken in its wider meaning, if you 
have regard to the whole course of the Divine counsel, from 
protorition as the antocodont principlo, to damnation us tho 
consoquent end,— the proper cause of damnation, that is, si, 
intervening, In its narrower and proper meaning, if you 
rogard only tho offect of sin.” Whit is said in Axiom 61, in 
the Theses about Predestination disputed by Coddeus under 
your presidency, Thesis 14, might also bo added: “ Tho con- 
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| trary to the proparation of graco is pretorition (passing by) ; 
the contrary to tho preparation of glory is reprobation or tho 
| preparation of punishment. Preparation of punishment is 
| tho act by which God determines to punish creatures,” &e. 
| In Theses 17 and 18: “ About to be reprobated on account 
| of sins from necessity of justice.” Here you seem to have 
} wished to use those words properly: which also you signify 
| still more plainly in the Theses concerning Election disputed 
iby Trelcatius the son under your presidency, Thesis 12: 
“But if reprobation is put as the contrary to election, (as is 
the case,) it is spoken figuratively, that is, by way either of 
| synecdoche or of catachresis. By synecdoche, if it be taken 
| for the whole order ranged against predestination ; by cata- 
| chresis, if it be taken for non-election. For non-election is 
}the first term of the Divine counsel according to His sole will : 
| reprobation is the last, and the next to execution, according to 
a hypothesis of antecedent causes.” Whence if appears 


pronounced proper by you. 

~ J will state in few words my judgment about the same word, 
and its use. I am quite of opinion that the word ‘repro- 
j bating” according to the usago of the Latin tonguo properly 
| significs non-clection, if election docs not consist without ro- 
| probution, But that word does not soem to ne tu bo over usod 
in Scripture for a negative act only, nor over for an act om- 
ployed about non-sinners. If ever Augustine and others of 
the Fathers use it for passing-by, non-election, or a negative 
act, they take it for the leaving in sin and the mass of corrup- 
tion, or for the purpose of not showing mercy, the word being 
used with reference to liberation from sin and actual misery. 
Calvin and Beza use it almost every where for the preparation 
| of punishment alone, or for both acts. 


THE THIRD PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


Tan first opinion stands thus : That God from eternity de- 
termined to illustrate His glory by mercy and justice; and 
i because these cannot be exercised in act except towards sin- 
ners, He decreed within Himself to make man holyand inno - 
cent, that is, in His own image, but mutably good, so that he . 
could fall away and sin, That He ordained moreover that the 
|} same man should fall and become wicked, in order thatin this 
way He might open the way for His eternal counsels; that is, 


that I have used that word in the very signification which is 
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that He might mercifully save some, and justly condemn 


othors, according to His eternal purpose, for tho declaration 
of His mercy in the former and of His justice in the latter. 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE 'TUIRD PROPOSITION. 


This opinion does not seem to be enunciated plainly enough : 
for even Calvin, in that very third book of his “Institutes,” 
expressly cites the words of Paul, Eph. i. 5: “He hath pre- 
destinated us to the adoption of children by Jesus Christ to 
Himself,” &c., and explains them, observing the same order to 
which we have called attention under Prop. I. God therefore 
from eternity determined to illustrate His glory most wisely by 
the adoption of these, and the preterition or non-adoption of 
those, His mercy and justice being also brought into play. 
This being premised, that expression may be very well al- 
lowed,—that God determined to illustrate His glory by mercy 
and justice,—if properly understood. But this will be briefly 
explained hereafter. This, however, cannot be conceded, nor 
do I suppose that it was said by Calvin or Beza without any 
qualification, that mercy and justice cannot actually be exer- 
cised except upon sinners. 

1. For, first, (to explain those things in tho reverse ordor,) 
sinnors are 80 either in act, habit, or capability. We are so 
‘n act from the timo whon tho wickednoss of our naturo hus 
produced its offects: in habit we have been so in the womb 
and from the womb, before we brought forth the works of the 
flesh: in capability Adam was a sinner in some sort before 
the fall, since he could lay aside that holy habit of his, and 
mako himself (as he did) a slave to sin. So also they are 
miserable in act, habit, or capability, who either are enduring 
their miseries, or have put on the habit of them, or may fall 
into that habit. Though these sinners and wretched men - 
are so not really, but relatively ; not fully, but in a certain 
mode (xard tv) and only comparatively speaking; as Job iv. 
18: “Behold, He would put no trust in His servants,—being | 
about, I say, to enlighten His angels.” So also Job y. 1. 
Which matter Augustine sees most clearly in his book Against 
Priscilian and the Origenists, chap. 10; concluding his dis- 
course with this most elegant sentence: ‘‘ For they are not 
righteous in comparison with Him, by participation with 
Whom they are righteous.” 

9. But, secondly, it is false that “mercy cannot be exer- 
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cised except upon sinners:” for all creatures, even angels — 


from heaven, according to their nature, when compared with 
God, are wretched, because they are not righteous in com- 
parison with Him; and because they may by their nature 
fall into wretchedness, (which possibility is certainly wretched; 
as, on the other hand, not to be lable to be wretched is hast 
blessed,) they are miserable by possibility. Hence He who 
freed them from possible misery by His election, had mercy 
upon them: in which respect the angels are called by Paul 
“elect.” (1 Tim.’y. 21.) Moréover, (to give a passing word 
of warning,) ‘“‘ mercy,” used indeed by the Latins in a nar- 
rowor sense, does not necessarily imply misery, if you refer 
to those chief languages, Hebrew and. Greek, in which the 
men of God wrote. The Hebrews expressed it by two words 
Dn and OvwM, neither of which has respect to misery 
properly and necessarily. Nor does. tho édeos of the Greeks 
suppose that necessarily, if you pay attention to the common 
usage of Scripture: for even parents bestow these affections 
on their children, though happy and free from misery. 

_ 8. But, thirdly, it is by no means more true that ‘‘ justice 
cannot be exercised except upon sinners.” For he exercises 
justice who gives to each his own: and God plainly could not 
‘bo just, unloss [lo gave thoi own to tho just as woll as to the 
unjust. Tor God would havo oxercised justice ovon upon 
Adiwin, if hho diud remained rightcous; as woll by bosbowing 
upon him his reward in nature analogous to Tlis justico, as 
by giving him that supernatural reward analogous to His 
power and grace, which He had shadowed forth to man by 
the symbol of the tree of life. God therefore could exercise 


justice even towards those who were not sinners. But with 


regard to the judgment of death the circumstances are differ- 
ent. We can fitly understand other things from these which 
have just been said. We will discuss the word “ordain” 
under the Sixth Proposition. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
THIRD PROPOSITION. 


_ Tuar the opinion of Calvin and Beza was in those words 
well and fully stated by me, I shall be able to prove by many 
citations from their writings. For, though they sometimes 
make mention of adoption and of non-adoption, which is dis- 


tinctly and diametrically opposed to it, yet they do not pro- _ 
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pound their opinion as you explain it in Proposition I. in 
these words: ‘God therefore from eternity determined most 
wisely to illustrate His glory by the adoption of these and by 
the passing-by or non-adoption of those; Hig merey and 
justice being also brought into play.” Tor in those words 
there is a double wandering away from their intention. First, 
because they do not hold that the illustration of God’s glory 
is made immediately by the adoption of these, and the non- 
adoption or preterition of those; but by the declaration of 
mercy and justice, which are manifested by the acts of adop- 
tion or election, and non-adoption or reprobation. And this 
seems to be the order to be observed according to the rule of 
the manifestation: the glory of God consists in the declaring 
of the properties of God ; the properties of God are illustrated 
by the acts belonging to them. Secondly, mercy and justice 
are not said by them to be “brought into play also” for the — 
decree of predestination and reprobation. For those words 
signify that God, in accordance with other properties of His 
nature, decreed the adoption of these, and the non-adoption 
of others, for the illustration of His glory; which being done 
He might also have made use of mercy and justice to execute 
that decree, and indeed in accordance with the condition of 
tho chango of objoct. But this is not thoir intontion, but 
what I stated; namely, that God deerecd to illustrate His 
glory by morey and justice; sinco tho glory of God oun nei- 
ther bo acknowledged nor celebrated except His merey and 
justice bo set forth. But thoy maintain that that mercy is tho 
proper cause of adoption, but justice the cause of non-adoption 
or reprobation; and they hold that the will to illustrate both 
is the total cause of predestination, that is, of election and ~ 
reprobation ; for into these parts or species do they distin- | 
guish predestination. Less therefore is by those words attri- 
buted in that decree to mercy and justice than those authors 
think should be attributed to those properties, and do attri- 
pute to them in the explanation of their entire opinion. 

Nor is that fairly left out of their opinion, that merey and 
justice cannot be exercised except upon actual sinners. For 
they most openly assert this, the word “justice” not being 
restricted to punitive justice; which I quite understand, as 
appears from my sixth Proposition, and suppose it to be 
entirely understood by them. But I will adduce a few pas- 
sages out of many. Beza (in answer to the calumnies of 
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- Nebulo, on art. 2) observes, “‘ God, being about to make man, 
to display the glory as well of His mercy as of His justice, as 
the issue of the matter has showed, created Adam in His own 
Imago, that is, holy and innocent; because, since Ilo is good, 
nothing sinful can be created by Him, But it behoves them 
to be sinful on whom He has determined to havo mercy; as 

well as thoso whom He has justly determined to condemn,” 

‘&c. From which passage I have taken those words in which 


T havo enunciated that opinion. And the samo Beza (lib. i. > 


— Quest. et Respons., fol. 126, in 8) says, ‘Since God had from 
eternity decreed, as may be perceived from events, to mani- 
fest His glory chiefly in mankind, which consisted partly in 

exercising mercy, partly in showing hatred against sin, He 
made man inwardly and outwardly upright, endowed with 
right intelligence and will, but mutable. For neither could 
He, nor would He, the supremely good, make anything evil ; 


and yet, unless evil had entered into the world, there would . 


have been place left neither for mercy nor for judgment.” In 
the Mombelgart Discussion most plainly of all. ‘‘ Let us,” 
says the same Beza, “lay down these principles: that God, 
as the most wise Maker, whose wisdom is infinite, when He 
had determined to create the world, and in the first place man, 
hada certain end in view,’ &c. ‘For the eternal and 
unchangeable purpose of God, antecodont algo in order to all 
causos, was, that IIo doterminod in Ilimsolf from otornity to 
crente all men for His glory. But God’s glory is neither 
acknowledged nor celebrated unless His justice and mercy be 
declared. Wherefore He mado an oternal and immutable 
decree, by which He destined certain men by mere grace to 


eternal life, but some by judgment to eternal damnation, that - 


He might in the former show forth His mercy, but in the 
latter His justice. When God had proposed to Himself this 
end in the creation of man, it was necessary that He should 
also cogitate of the way and method in which He might 
arrive at that end, that His mercy and justice might be 
equally manifested. For since mercy presupposes misery, 
and there can be no place for mercy nor can it be declared 
where there is no misery, therefore it was necessary for man 
to be so created that God’s mercy might have place in him ; 
which could not come to pass without misery preceding. So, 
since justice presupposes fault, without which justice cannot 
be exercised, (for where there is no fault, there justice can 
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havo no place,) therefore it behoved man to be so created that, 
whilst preserving his nature, he should be a fit subject in 
whom God might be able to show forth His justice. For He 
could not have manifested His justice in man, unloss Ho had 
destined him {o cternal damnation. God thorcfore proposed,” 
&c. Those sentiments were put forth by Jacobus Andreas, 
and acknowledged by Beza, since in his answer to that 
Discussion he does not complain that another’s opinion was . 
falsely attributed to him. 

You seo then, worthy Sir, that I havo adapted the proper 
object to those attributes according to their intention ; which 
opinion of theirs doubtless they suppose themselves to have 
derived from the Scriptures. Therein this is certain, that 
God cannot justly punish, except a sinner; wherein those 
same authors will deny that the word “‘ mercy” isso used as, 
when attributed to God, to denote vindication from possible 
misery; as being an expression which, according to their idea, - 
everywhere denotes a freeing from misery which the sinner 
has deserved, and which God either has justly inflicted, or can 
with justice inflict. Certainly, however, Ishould be unwilling 
earnestly to contend that it is impossible for mercy to be 
actually exercised with regard to the non-miserable; and I 
can without difficulty assent to what you have said on that 
subject, if it has the sense which I shall onuneiato; namely, 
that all croaturos,—ovon angola and mon,—whon compared 
with God, are wretched ; wretchedness being tukon for non- 
felicity, not for what is privatively opposed to felicity, but for 
what is opposed to it by contradiction; as indeed that is all 
which that ratio concludes. In comparison with God there 
are none righteous; therefore in comparison with Him there 
are none happy. For these three modes get each their own 
result :—just, unjust, not just; happy, unhappy or miserable, 
not happy. . From justice the conclusion is happiness, from 
injustice misery, from non-justice non-felicity. 

Creatures, as-such, can be compared with God as well in 
regard of the term, or end, from which they come, as of that 
for which they were produced by God. In regard of the 
former angels and men are, are just, are happy; in regard of 
the latter they neither ave, nor are just, nor are happy; 
because they derive those qualities from nothing, and therefore 
they can be returned to nothing. But the unjust cannot on 
that ground be styled unjust or wretched, because the end 
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from which they were produced is opposed by way of contra- 
diction, not privatively, to the end at which by Divine goodness 
they have arrived, which we may state more briefly thus,— 
because they are brought forth from possibility into actuality, 
which possibility and actuality are contradictory, not privative. 
But now, because they are constituted of possibility and 
actuality, not only may it happen that when they are deserted 
by Divine support they may fall back into nonentity, but it 
must be that if they are so deserted they will fall back into 
nothingness. Moreover it may happen that, though keeping 
as they are by Divine preservation, yet, when left to themselves 
and put at the mercy of their own counsel, they may not in 
the second act live aecording to that righteousness which in 


the first act they possess, but may commit somewhat contrary - 


to it, and so be in act unrighteous and sinners, and, having 80 
become, may put on the habit of unrighteousness ; the habit 
of righteousness being by that act either in effect or demeri- 
toriously expelled; whereby they come out ag miserable, first 
by merit, next by act, lastly by habit also. But now, if they 
are prevented by God from deserving that misery, that is, 
from sinning and becoming wrotched in act, I do not seo why 
that act may not be ascribed to mercy, since it is the product 
of tho wlvction which provonts misery, and which wlyo belongs 
to morey. T confess indood that thoso things are so, and 
thorefore that it is nob truo simply, thiol merey cunt huve no 
placo oxcopt towards actual sinnors. 
But hero I should wish it to be noted that “ morcy ” ig not 
used in that sense by Calvin and Beza; nay, if ‘‘mercy” so 
taken be substituted in the place of the same as understood 
by Calvin and Beza, then the whole notion and description of 
that decree would have to be changed. I add, that mercy 
understood in that sense of yours does not come into con- 
sideration, when the predestination of men is treated of: for 
‘that was not bestowed by God on man, as being one who 
was not set free by God's predestination from possible 
wretchedness. . : 
Lastly, I should wish this also to be taken into consideration, 
that the relation between mercy understood in this mode or 
in that is of such a sort that both kinds cannot possibly 
concur to man’s salvation. For if the mercy which frees 
from possible misery has place, then there can be no place for 
that which frees from actual misery, since the occasion of the 
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~act thereto belonging is snatched away from it, or rather 


precluded, by the former one. If, on the contrary, the mercy 


which frees from actual misery is necessary, then that second ~ 


kind has superseded the other by the act belonging to itself. 
And go the former excludes the latter causally and effectively ; 
the latter excludes the former consequently, not succeeding 
the former as if it had discharged its oflice, but existing by 
the necessity of its own act, which involved man’s destitution 
of the former. 


With regard to justice, indeed, it is most true that it can 


_have place and be exercised towards non-sinners. For it is 


the rewarder not only of an unrighteous but also of a good 


.work. On these grounds, then, so considered by you, who can 


hinder me from concluding that the necessary existence of sin 
cannot be deduced even from the necessary declaration of 
mercy and justice, since, both, considered in a certain mode, 
may be exercised towards those who are not sinners? Whereby 
the order of predestination set up by Calvin and Beza is 
utterly overthrown. 

But, although mercy freeing from possible misery, and 
justice rewarding virtue, do not require the pre-existence of 
miscry and actual sin, yet it is certain that mercy liberating 
from actual misery, and justice punishing, cannot be exorcised 
excops upon those who aro actually wretched and ginnorg. 
Onlvin and Bozn, howoyoer, oyorywhoro undorstand inerey and 


, justice in this last mode, when they treat of tho decree of - 


predestination and reprobation., Ard sinco morey nd justico 
used in the former mode have no place in the predestination 
and reprobation of men, but only as they are understood in 
the latter meaning, a treatise about mercy freeing from 
possible misery, and about justice rewarding a good work, might 
have been omitted, when. dealing with the predestination and 
reprobation of men; although Ido not deny that the con- 
sideration of those matters may have its own, not slight, 
utilities. . 

Yet, since we have entered upon the consideration of mercy . 
and justice, let us persevere in it fora little while, if you have 
leisure and are willing; comparing each with the other, in 
order to throw light on this matter which we are discussing. | 
And first let us deal with the object of each; then with the 
order in which each is employed upon its own object. 

Mercy and justice, the one freeing from possible misery, _ 

VOL. III. D 
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tho othor rewarding a good work, may havo place in one and tho 
gumo object; as appears in tho elect angels, who have been 
freed from possible misery, and have obtained reward of their 
good work from the Divine benignity. But that same mercy 
caunob have placo in tho samo object with punitivo justice. 
For that which merits an act of punitive justice, has not been 


frocd from possible misory. But tho morey which froos from. 


actual misery has this in common with the other mercy, that 
it docs not concur in respect of the same object with punitive 
- justice; but whether, like the other mercy, it can have place 
with the justice which rewards what is good, and how, is a 
matter for consideration. We see, indeed, in the Scriptures 
that the reward of a good work is promised to those to whose 
lot mercy in Christ has fallen, and that it is actually bestowed 
upon them; but that remuneration, though it may be of justice, 
yet is not of justice considered altogether in the same mode as 
the justice which rewards as of debt a good work according to 
tho promise of the law: for that remuneration is of God’s 
grace in Jesus Christ, who of God is made unto us righteous- 
ness (justitia) and sanctification. Justice there, rewarding as 


of debt, may be called legal ; but here, giving a reward as of — 


' grace, may not unfittingly be styled evangelical; the tempering 

of which with tho morey which frcos from actual misery has 
been efiected in a marvellous manner by God in Jesus Christ 
our Pricst mud oxpintory Suerifico. Tho object, thoreforo, of 
justice punishing 1s essentially and materially different from 


the object of mercy considered in both modes, and of justice 


rowarding a good work. The object of mercy freeing from 
possible misery is different in formal ratio from the object of 
mercy freeing from actual misery: for the former is tho 
creature considered as righteous and in the state of its creation; 
the latter is the creature considered as sinful, and sunk by its 
own fault from its primeval state into misery. Of this twofold 
mercy and justice the former kind‘must, by the decree of men’s 
predestination and reprobation, be withdrawn; to wit, mercy 
freeing from possible misery, and justice rewarding good 
~ work according to legal promise ; the latter must be put over 
that decree,—mercy freeing from actual misery over predesti- 
nation, punitive justice over reprobation. 


Now lct us look at the order according to which each of — 


these by itself, and compared with the others, tends to its own 
object. Mercy preventing misery, and justice rewarding a 
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good work according to law, tonding to ono subject, use this 
ordor, that morcy first -porforms its oflico, then justice dlis- 
charges its duty. For the prevention of sin, and thence of 
misery, precedes the good work itself, and therefore precedes 
also tho componsation of the good work: so also morey freemg 
from actual misery precedes justice rewarding a good work 
from graco. For morcy itsolf not only takes away tho guilt 
and dominion of sin, but also bogets the habit of righteousness 
in the believer, by which a good work is produced, to be 
rewarded by grace. But what decision shall we come to about 
mercy freeing from actual misery which is tho administratrix 
of predestination, and about punitive justice which is the cause 
of reprobation? We will say that both at the same moment 
tend towards their object, but we will make the former 
antecedent in the order of nature. For although He who 
elects by that very act of election reprobates the non-elect, yet 
the act of election precedes in order of nature, inasmuch as 
affirmation is by nature prior to negation. Whence we con- 


’ elude, (and of this we will make mention hereafter,) that the 


decree to leave man in the hands of his own counsel, and to 
permit his fall, does not belong to the decree of reprobation, 
since that is prior to and more ancient than the decree of 
predestination. 

T should wish this order to be considered a little further and 
moro diligontly; for it will open to us a way to tho more 
intimate knowledge of some other things by no means foreign . 
to the matter we have in hand. If the former functions in 
this decree are those of mercy bestowing grace and life; and 
tho latter in point of nature, though not of time, aro thoso of 
justice denying grace and imposing death ; then also and even 
more so must it be seen whether the object of this decree be 
described adequately and with sufficient accuracy by the name 
of “‘sinner;’? whether something else should not be added 
which may so define the object as to put it on the level of the 
decree constituted of such mercy and justice, and to make it 
run on all fours with it; which is the nature of an adequate 
object, and of one that tends, in its potentiality, to its own 


’ proper and peculiar object. If any one think that the former 


functions are those of justice against gin and the sinner, rather 


than of mercy, and thatnaturally the rendering due punishment 


to sin precedes the pardoning of the game to the sinner; I 


‘should wish him to bestow diligent attention on two points. 
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The first is, that, by most of thoso who troat of this mattor, 
a double act is attributed to justice, in so far as it presides 
over the decree of reprobation, or of protorition and predamna- 
tion ; and that, indeed, conformably to the nature of the thing: 
of which acts the former is negative, the latter affirmative; and 
in this order, that the negative precedes the aflirmative. 
Whence it follows that if that negative act is posterior in the 
order of nature to tho aflirmativo act of prodostination, as it 
is, then the functions of mercy precede: for from it comes the 
affirmative act of predestination, which is antecedent to the 
negative act of reprobation. The -second point is, that the 
punishment due to sin is by this decree destined to no one, 
oxecpt so far as it is not to be taken away by mercy: and on 
this account, although justice by its own right demands 
punishment from the sinner, yet it docs not, aecording to the 
deeree of predamnation, which was made by justice, require 
that punishment as it is due to the sinner, but as it is not to 
bo condoned by an act of merey: otherwise all men univorsally 
would have been condemned beforehand, since all have together 
merited that punishment. 

Whence, moreover, this also ought to be considered, whether 
the justice which is the administratrix of the decree of repro- 


“pation ov predamnation was revered by tho Law or by tho 
Gospel,—whether it is of legal rigour, or tempered by some 
morey aud pationes. If tho morey Which aciminintors pro- 


dostination has been revealed by the Gospel, as it has been, it 
appoars from whit has boon said, that tho justico opposed to 
that mercy, as preceding it in the order of nature, has been 
reyoalcd by the Gospel. If any one thinks these considcra- 
tions vain and uscless, let him know that what is said in 
Scripture about legal righteousness (justitia) is not useless : 
«Phe man that docth those things shall live inthem.” And, 
‘‘ Gursed is every one that continucth not in all things which 
avo written in the book of the law to do them.” Also what is 
said about evangelical righteousness : ‘He that believeth upon 

the Sou hath eternal life: and he that believeth not upon the 
Son is condemned already.” I was wishful to put these 
points before the intelligent for further consideration, asking 
for a suspension of judgment till they. have pondered the 
matter carefully. 
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TIM FOURTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 

Tun second opinion stands thus: That God from eternity 
dotorminod, from among mon considored in their purely 
natural ‘stato, to raiso some to supornatural felicity, and 
ordained for them the supernatural means which are neces- 
sary, sufficient, and efficacious for obtaining it, to the praise 
of His glorious grace: but that He determined to pass by 
othors, and leave thom in their natural state, and not to 
impart to them the supernatural means specially ellicacious, 
in order to declare the freedom of His goodness; and that He 
reprobated those so passed by, who, He foresaw, would not 
persist in their original state, but would fall away by their 
own fault ;—that is, that Ho prepared punishment for them, 
for the manifestation of His justice. 

ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE FOURTIC PROPOSITION. 

Tus opinion is not expressed, in these words, more in 
aecordance with the intention of the authors than the preced- 
ing one: for, first, I do not remember reading these words in 


-Thomas [Aquinas] or the others: secondly, if any of them 


so expressed themselves, they did not mean it in that sense, 
as will be shown upon the Sixth Proposition. But under the 
name of supernatural felicity understand tiv viobeciay, “ the 
adoption of sons” of God, with all its adjuncts and con- 
soquoncos. After thoso words, “to declare tho freedom of 
Ifis goodness,” you will add, if you plonso, * wil bho porfoction 
of ITis multifarious wisdom.” Tho word “reprobate” is used 
eatachrostically, as wo beforo observed. Tho things being 
distinct, I would rather that the names should be otherwise 
distinguished. 
ARMINIUS'’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER 
TO THE FOURTH PROPOSITION. 


ty I shall have expressed this second opinion oqually in 
accordance with the meaning of tho authors as I did tho 
former one, it will be well: but I have my doubts about this, 
since I cannot with equal freedom from hesitation claim for 
myself a knowledge of this one. I fancy myself, however, to 
have derived an explanation of it from the Theses disputed 
under your auspices;* in which I recognise your style and 


‘mode of treatment. For thus we find it expressed, in the 


tenth of those Theses which were discussed with Coddeus as 


© These Theses will be found at the end of this “ Conference,” with Arminius’s 
remarks upon cach,—W. N. 
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the respondent: ‘‘The persons” (to wit, the second part of 
the matter of predestination, as it is stated in the seventh 
Thesis of the same Disputation about Predestination) “are 
creatures to be raised out of nature (which can do nothing 
supernatural or Divine) above nature, and to be transmitted 
to the participation of Divine things by the supernatural 
- energy of God.” The same words are also made use of in the 
fourth Thesis of the tenth Theological Disputation, in which 
only the predestination of men is treated of, as itis in the 
first Thesis, lest any one may suppose that the things said 
about the predestination of angels and men in common 
ought to have been so uttered in general terms, which after- 
wards might be attributed to the separate species, each 
according to its own mode: to the elect angels, to wit, 
elevation from their nature in which they were created by 
God; but to elect men, elevation from that corrupt nature 


into which they had fallen by their own fault. If, however, , 


this matter is to be understood thus, there is now no 
discrepancy in our views in this respect. But from those 
words of your Theses I think it appears that men considered 
in a pure state of nature” were the matter of predestination, 
or its adequate object. I call ‘‘in a pure state of nature,” 
as woll those menon whom nothing supornatural or Divine 
has been bestowed, ag those who have not yct fallon into sin. 
I call thoso “considered in a pure stato of nature,” who, 
although they have “either what is supernatural and Divine, 
or sin,” yet are not considered with those circumstances by 
Him who has determined to occupy Himself about them by 
some act: which is to the same effect as if some one should 
say that neither “the supernatural or Divine,” nor ‘‘ sin,” 
stood in the place of a formal reason in the object, to Him 
when considering it. Now from those words I form this 
conclusion : 

Men considered in a nature which has no supernatural or 
Divine ability are the object or matter of predestination : 

But men considered in a pure state of nature are men con- 
sidered in a nature which has no supernatural or Divine 
ability; or rather they are the same by definition : 


“Therefore men constituted in a pure state of nature are the 


object and matter of predestination ; that is to say, according 
to the opinion comprehended in your Theses. 
The major is contained in the Thesis. For if the will of 
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God or decree for elevating men from such a nature above 


' nature is predestination, then it follows that men considered 


in that nature are the pure matter of predestination ; since 
the act of God,—as well the internal one, which is the decree 
for raising up some men, 'as the external one, which is the 
upraising itself,—separated from the object itself, (as it ought 
to be if we wish to consider the mere object,) leaves to us men . 
in “pure nature,” which can do nothing supernatural or 


- Divine. If it be said that in those words a state of sin is 


not excluded, since sinners also are elevated from a corrupt 
nature; I reply, First, That this cannot be the meaning of — 
those words, as well because there is no need to say about 
such a nature that it has no supernatural and Divine ability, 


for that is understood from the very epithet “corrupt ;” as 


because, in the definition of preterition in Thesis 15, that act 
by which the upright nature of some creatures is not strength- 
ened is attributed to preterition, which is the leaving some 
creatures in their own nature. Secondly, That there is here 
an equivocation in the definition, and that that decree is 
equivocal, and certain only on condition of division; of which 
hereafter. The minor is true; for it is evident from the ante-~ 
eedent and the consequent reciprocating and being of equal 
force with each other. But what belongs to predestination is 
enunciated thore in these words: ‘Lo bo eluyatod above 
nature, and to bo transmitted to the participation of Divine 
things by the supernatural power of God ;” which Divine 
things are ‘“ grace and glory,” as it is said in Thesis 9. It is 
quite certain that my words, in which I have described the 
second opinion, agree with these expressions : but if they 
shall seem to any one to. differ from them, because 1n your 
Theses grace and glory are conjoined, whilst my words may 
be so understood as if I had wished to signify that glory 
first, and then grace, was prepared (or provided) for men by 
predestination, let him know that I did not wish to indicate 
that, but wished only to explain simply in those words what 
the predestined obtain by predestination. a 
I come now to the second part, which is about preterition 
(or passing by). On that point your Theses are to this effect : 


 ¢ Pyeterition is that act of the Divine pleasure by which God 


from eternity determined to leave some creatures in their own 
nature, and not to communicate to them the supernatural 
erace by which their upright nature might be strengthened, or 
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thoir corrupt naturo bo renowed, for tho doclaration of the . 


freedom of His goodness.” And in the Theological Axioms 
about Nature and Grace, Axiom 44: “To this purpose of 
olection in Christ is opposed tho eternal purpose of non- 
olection or preterition, according to which others being passed 
by are to be left as it were in their own nature.” But my 
words are these: ‘‘ But He determined to pass by others, and 
to leave them in their own nature, and not to impart to them 
the supernatural means especially efficacious, in order to 
declare the freedom of His goodness.” Whoever will com- 
pare these words of mine with yours will see one and the same 
opinion expressed in those different phrases. For “ super- 
natural grace” and “ supernatural means” signify the same 
thing. ‘The grace by which the upright nature is strength- 
ened or the corrupt renewed,” is that which L have described 
in the words, ‘‘ efficacious means.”’ For “ efficacious means ” 
cither strongthen tho upright or renow tho corrupt; just as 
those means are ‘ suflicient” which can strengthen and renew. 
Moreover, the end which I have put was expressed in your 
second Thesis,—‘‘ to the praise of His glorious grace;” and 
in the fifteenth Thesis about Predestination defended by 
Coddzus you have put the end of preterition as being ‘the 
- declaration of the freedom of the Divine goodness ;” no othor 
oud being addod. I do not, however, object to tho one which 
you winh hore to bo addod,—-“ tho porfootion of Ifis muanifold 
wisdom ;’’ though the freedom of goodness and tha perfection 
of wisdom cannot bo oxorcised at tho samo momont about acts 
of predestination and proterition. Jor the functions of wis- 
dom take priority in showing all possible modes of illustrating 
the glory of God, and so it is that mode which can most con- 
duce to His glory: but the functions of goodness and of its 
liberty are the hindmost in choosing that mode, and bring- 
ing it forth from potentiality (so to speak) into action. 

I say tho same with regard to the third part,—namely, re- 
specting reprobation, or preparation of punishment,—thatI have 


expressed that also rightly according to your meaning. For » 


_. thus is reprobation or the preparation of punishment defined 
in Thesis 17: ‘‘It is an act of the Divine pleasure, by which 
God from eternity determined, for the declaration of Mis 
justico, to punish the creatures who wero not about to porsist 
in their original state, but would fall away from God, the 
Author of their origin, by their own deed and viciousness.” 
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But I adduced the very samo words, oxcopt that I added, “but — 
the same who were passed by:” by which addition I did what 
the order of division according to persons, instituted by me, 
“demanded. For those for whom punishment has been pre- 
pared are no other than thoso who have been passed by ; 
although punishment has been prepared for them, not because 
they have been passed by, but because it has been foreseen 
that they would be sinners. . 

Wherefore I cannot as yet persuade myself that the opinion 
of those authorities has been badly expounded by me. If I 
shall perceive this in what follows, I will confess it openly ; 
though this matter be not of so much moment. 

For this is what I desire, that either that first, or this 
second, or any other opinion whatsoever, should be solidly 
and perspicuously proved from the Scriptures, and be defended 
carefully from all objections. Of the word ‘“‘reprobating” I 
havo already spoken on the second answer; which word I 
have been prepared to use hereafter according to your later — 
meaning, as you have explained it in this your rescript. 
Perchance I should have used it thus in my former writing, 
had I found that you had so used it in your writings: for I 
know that ambiguity has always been the mother of error, 
and that it should be driven far away from every serious 
disputation. . 

VUE LIL PROPOSITION OV ARMINIUS. 

Tun third opinion is, that God, out of tho human r000, 
fallon, and lying in tho mass of perdition and corruption, 
determined from grace to liberate some, for the manifestation 
of His mercy; but to leave others in the same mass, Or at 
least to condemn them on account of final impenitence ; in 
order to illustrate as well the freedom of His gratuitous grace 
towards the vessels of glory and mercy, as His justice towards 
tho vessels of disgrace and wrath. I do not recount these — 
opinions in order to teach them to you, but that you may see 

~~ whether I have rightly understood them, and, if I err in any 
way, may direct and lead me. 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE FIFTH PROPOSITION. 

Tus opinion agrees in all respects with the first and gone 

if you except that one thing, that heré the election and repro- 
Dation of men is said to be mado after tho condition of our 
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fall and sin; there, without contemplating tho fall and sin. 
But neither secims to mo properly and simply to belong vory 
much to the consideration of election and reprobation, since 
all with one consent allow that the cause of election and 
roprobation was placod in tho predestinator alono. Tor 
whether you aflirm that the election and reprobation made 
was that of the innocent, or of the fallen and sinners, there 
will not have been any cause in men, who, throughout all things 
in whatever state, are equal according to nature; but in the 
solo will and freedom of God electing, who separated these 
from those, and adopted them to Himself by grace,—‘ having 
willed,” SovdnGeis, (as James says, chap. i. 18,) or according 
to the purpose of His will. But yet the circumstance is 
worthy of observation ; about which we will afterwards adduce 
our judgment in its order, because there will be a proper 
place for speaking about this matter. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER 
; TO THE FIFTH PROPOSITION. 


Tur circumstance of sin and of the fall has indeed great 
weight in all this affair, not indeed as that of a cause, but as 


that of the quality required in an object; without the considera- 
tion of which I do not suppose that election or reprobation - 


dithor was made by God or could have beou made; about which 
matter wo will heroafter troat moro at largo. And thoro aro 
muy Iourned mon, not unversed in Lloly Scripture, who say 
that God cannot be excused from sin, unless in that decree of 
Tlis Ile considered man as a sinner. But as to your denial 
that the formal ratio of the object properly belongs to the 
gatio of that decree, because all with one consent allow that 
the cause of the decree was placed in the person predestinating; 
I cannot approve of it, for two reasons. First, Because the 
formal ratio of the object is necessarily required for tho 
definition of any act, and not only tho cause of the act. 
Secondly, Because it may be that the cause of that act may 
be of such a nature that it cannot influence that object which 
is laid down, unless it is clothed with a formal ratio of like 
kind: which.I think is the case here, as will hereafter be 
proved. Nor is there any reason why some one should say 
that the liberty of the predestinating God is infringed, although 
the circumstance of sin be laid down as a necessary pre- : 
liminary to that decree. 


v.] CONFERUNOS WII JUNIUS, wee be 


But, because in all this writing frequent mention has beon 
mado of tho Divine freedom, it will not be out of place if we 
treat of that a little more at large, and lay down its limits 
from Scripture on the authority of God Himself. The subject 
of froodom ig tho will; tho object, an act. In respoct of the 
former, it is an affection of the will, according to which the 
will tends freely towards its object: in respect of the latter, it 


_is the power and lordship of its own act. ‘This freedom is first 


and chiefly in God; in rational creatures by communication — 
made by God. This freedom is cireumseribed, or, which is 

the same, it is brought about that some act is not in the power 

of the agent, in three ways,—by natural and internal necessity, 

by external force and coercion, and by the enactment of law. 

God can be forced by no one to an act, can be hindered by no 
one from an act; wherefore God’s freedom is not restricted 

by that kind of circumscription. Law also cannot be imposed © 
upon God; for He Himself is the chief and supreme Lawgiver: 

but He can restrict Himself by any act of His own. Where- | 
fore, in fine, there are two causes which make any act not to : 
be within the power of God. The first is His own nature; to — 
which whatever is repugnant is simply impossible. The second 
is any antecedent act. of God to which this other act is 
repugnant. Of the first here are examples: God cannot lie, 
for Hig naturo is truthful: Io cannot sin or commit — 
injustioo, for it is justico itsolf, Of tho lator thoso aro 
examples: “ God cannot cause what is past not to have been; 
for Ho by His previous act caused it then to bo; if Ho now 
mako it not to havo been, Io will destroy Tis own power and 
will. God cannot not give seed to David to sit upon his 
throne; for He has promised it to David, and by an oath. 
He cannot forget the painstaking charity shown to His saints, 


so as not to give it its reward; for He has promised 


remuneration.” 

If any one, then, wishes to inquire whether any act be one 
of free will and Divine power, he ought to look whether the 
yery nature of God does not circumseribe that act; and if it 
be not restrained thereby, whether its freedom is not circum- 


- goribed by some antecedent act of God. If he finds that the 


act has been circumscribed in neither way, then he will con- 
elude that that is an act of Divine power; but it will not 
immediately follow therefrom that that act has been or will be 
performed by God, because an act which depends on the free 
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_ will of God can bo suspended by Him g0 as not to be done. 
It is also to be noted in this place that God can do many 
things by His absolute power which He cannot do by right. 
He can punish the non-sinner by His power, for who could 
withstand it? But ITo cannot do s0 by right, for such an 
act is in conflict with God’s justice. God can indecd do what 

_ He wills with His own; but he cannot will to do with His own 
what He cannot rightfully do. For His will is circumscribed 
within the bounds of justice. Neither is the creature so 
within the power of God the Creator that He can by right 
do with it whatever Ho could do by His absolute power: for 
God’s power over the creature does not rest upon the infinity 
of His essence, but on that communication by which He com- 
municated to us our finite essence ; which allows God to tako 
away what He gave without any merit of ours; but does not 
allow Him to inflict misery beyond our desert. For to be 
wretched is worse than not to be, just as to be happy is better 
than to be. And therefore there is not the same liberty of 
inflicting misery beyond the creature’s desert, and of taking 


away existence without preceding fault. For God takes away © 


what He gave, and can do what He will with His own; but 
He cannot inflict misery, because the creature is not God’s 
_- property so far as that. This [Divine] potter therefore cannot 
ercate man out of a shapeless mass to dishonour and condemn- 


ation, unloss man has proviounly mado himself dosorving of ” 


punishment and disgrace by his own transgression. 


THE SIXTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS, 


Tru first opinion does not please me: as well because I think 


that God cannot, for the sake of illustrating His glory by - 


mercy and punitive justice, employ Himself about man not 
yet created, nay, not even about him when created and con- 
sidered in his purely natural state. In which judgment of 
mine I find you, as I fancy, preceding me; for, when treat- 
ing of predestination, you nowhero make mention of morcy, 
but everywhere of grace, which surpasses mercy, as having 
‘place in creatures that stand firm in their natural origin ; 
_ whilst it coincides with mercy in being employed about the 
sinner. But when you treat of the passed by and reprobate, 
in these cases only do you mako mention of justico, Then, 
again, because according to that doctrine God is neccssarily 
constituted the author of Adam’s fall and sin ;:from which 


VI.) OONFERENOE WITIL JUNIUS. AB 


He is not excused by distinctions of the act and viciousness 


in tho act, of necessity and force, of decree and execution, of 
efficacious and permissive decree, as this is explained by 


“the authors of that opinion in agreement with their own | 


+ 


doctrine; nor by tho differing aspects of the Divine decree 
and of human nature; nor by the addition of the end, 
namely, that all that is done for the illustration of the Divme | 
glory, &c. . : 


ANSWER oF ‘JUNIUS TO THE SIXTH PROPOSITION. 


Hurx I must lay down three things in their order, before I 
come to the arguments themselves. 1. About the meaning of 
that first opinion. 2. About its agreement with the second 
and third. 38. About the few fundamental points necessary 


"for the clear statement of this question. 


1. If, then, that first opinion be well explored, we shall cer- 
tainly perceive that its authors contemplate man not simply 
and solely before creation, &c., but in general, according to | 
the universal relation of that and of all times. — For though 
they lay down the act of election and predestination (as it 
exists in God) as being eternal with regard to the creation of 
man, yet they teach that its object, that is, man, was pre- 
destinated indiscriminately and in common, and that God, in 
the act of predestination, contomplated the wholo relation of 
man togothor, just as thoro aro various parts in is ee 
shaped by eternal decree. So Bezu pluinly on liph. 4 : 
“ Christ,” says he, “is set forth to us as Mediator : therefore 
corruption must necessarily precede in the order of causes 
in God’s purpose, but ercation in righteousness and ioe 
must precede corruption.” As also below, on chap. ne : 
“Tn order that God might open a way as well to save those 
by mercy whom He had chosen in Christ, as to pole 
justly who haying been conceived in iniquity should i ceo 
remain,” &¢.; which ho eloquently explains om verses 2 i ; 
So those authors embrace in bes ath faa opinion which you 

1d the second, and the tira. 
aes Sais of theirs is in accordance with the Bacon 
and third also: nay, it is altogether the samo In this may er, 
though it may seem otherwise, if you attend “ es 
aspects.. For whilst these regard man m goal x ar a 
ment of predestination and of clection and see : 
authors of the second opinion, whoever they may be, hay 
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rostricted that, in respect of tho causo, to tho condition of man 
before sin ; and therefore with that ond only in view, to show 
how the cause of election and reprobation exists in tho pre- 
dostinator alono,—which is most true. Thorofore, when thoy 
assert that the election of man was made before his fal!, they 
_ do not exclude the eternity of that decree; but only they 
_ thought it cnough to confirm the fact of eternal predestina- 
tion, that is, election and reprobation, having been made by 
God without taking account of sin: which mattor tho Apostlo 
demonstrated by the not obscure example of Jacob and Esau. 
(Rom. ix.) So the first differ from the second-more in the 
mode of speaking than in the substance of the matter. But 
those who hold the third opinion had no regard, when they. 


spoke thus, to the cause of election and reprobation properly, . 


but to the order and series of causes of which damnation was 
the consequence. Which damnation many in former times 
confounding with reprobation, that is, non-election or preteri- 
tion, cried out against tho doctrine of predestination as 
impious, and incriminated God’s servants; as appears most 
clearly from several writings of Augustine and from Ful- 
gentius. Hvyen that one book of Augustine which he wrote 
against the twelve articles falsely imputed to him, explains 
_ the matter very completely. Neither those in the second 
logion, thoroforo, nor those in tho third, have confuted the 
first opinion, but rather havo handed down in a difforont 
manner parts of the same argument in a certain respect dis- 
tinct. In the whole matter they do not disagree to such an 
extent a8 many suppose ; but they havo attributed to paris of 
_ the execution—to all of which the decree has reference—cer- 
tain circumstances of their own, not indeed unfitly, as far as 
the decree is concerned. 

8. Now let us proceed to lay down beforehand certain funda- 
mental positions of this doctrine, by the aid of which its truth 
may be established, and what seems to make against it may 
be dissolved. I think these may be disclosed under four heads : 
Of God’s essence, Of His knowledge, Of His actions, and Of 
their causes; each of which we will here briefly pass in 
review. 

(1.) Of God’s essence. Let our first quotation be this from 
Malachi, “I am God, I changenot;” [Mal. iii. 6 ;] and from 
James, “In God there is neither variabloness, nor any shadow 
of changing ;” [James i. 17;] with many similar ones. The 


Vi.) CONPERENOH WILL JUNLUK. A 


truth of this principlo is most cortain ; “on which is built tho 
inevitable necessity of this conclusiou, that in Cod there 16 
no accession, no loss, no being turned about by any thing or — 


reason; which also the philosophers thomsclvos havo laid 


down as constituting the nature of eternily : but God is cler- 
nal: in short, that God is void of all motion—in essence, 
because He is immortal ;—in power, because the act is pure 
and most simple ;—in intellect, because “ all things are exposed 
in Ilis eyes,” (Heb. iv. 13,) and Ho secs all and each of ee 
things to etornity at one intuition ;—in will and counsel: for 
He “is not a man, that He should li; neither the son of 
man, that He should repent,” (Num. xxiii. 19,) but He 18 
always ‘‘ the same ;”” (Heb. xii. 8 ;)—in work, finally, because 
it- ig created things which vary, whilst the Lord remains 
invariable, and has within Himself the form and eternal con- 
ception, immutable, of all thoge things which exist in time, and 
are made or done mutably. . a 

(2.) Of His knowledge. In the second place, the knowledge o 


- aneternal, immutable, and infinite intellectis eternal and immu- 


table and infinite, which knows knowable things “knowingly,” 
(yaords,) and practical things “practically,” (mpaxtuxds,) 
eternally, immutably, and infinitely. God has knowledge of 
all good also ‘ practically,” of all evil . knowingly ; in 

short, of ovory.ordor in tho univorso, (which consists of tho 
highest, middle, lowest, good and evil,) “ operatively, 

(evepyntixas,) according to his own Divine method. For 
there is a triple mode of all knowledge, if comparison 1s 
mado with the thing known according to tho modo of him 
who knows and understands ; lower, oqual, and superior or 
supereminent ; which is plain from the similitude of sight. I 
seo the sun, but the light of my glance at it is inferior to its 
light : I take knowledge of natural things, but only as an owl 
of the light of the sun, says Aristotle. This lower mode, 
which exists nowhere in God, in God only is equal in know- 
ledge, or supereminent in the Divine mode ; for He hag equal 
knowledge of Himself: He is what He knows Himself to be, 
and He knows what He is adequately or equally: all other _ 
things He knows in a supereminent manner, and has them 
fully present to Himself from eternity. Itf- otherwise, there 
would be two most grave absurdities, to say nothing of others : 
one, that something might be added to God, but that nothing 
could be added to eternity : the other, that knowledge would not 
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belong to God universally, as the primary source of all know- 
ledge. But nature itself teaches that very thing, that in 
every kind there is some one thing which they call ‘“ uni- 
vocal,” from which the rest are designated ‘‘equivocal :” just 
as, for example, whatever things are hot, are made hot by 
fire: here fire is hot univocally, other things equivocally. 
God is knowing univocally, other things equivocally ; unless 
perchance any one is so foolish as to wish to set up a 
possessor of Imowledge as superior to God, which is 
blasphemous. ; 

(3.) Of His actions. The third point is, that the actions of 
God are eternal indeed in Himself, appertaining to His nature 
or essence, intellect, will, power, and anything of that kind: 
but from Him they flow, as it were, outside of Him according 
to His own or the creature’s mode, in agreement with His 
eternal decree, but in their own, or temporary, order. Accord- 
ing to His own mode the action is threefold: of creation, of 
providence, as it is immediate, and of saving grace. 

For here without the work of any creature many things 
proceed from God. What, indeed, God deigns to perform 
mediately in nature and grace, those things He does as the 
universal principle according to the mode of the creature ; 
and, as Augustine says, (De Ciwitate Dei, lib. vil., cap. 30,) 
“Jo go administers all things which He has created as to 
allow thom to oxorciso and porform all their propor motions.” 
But of the proper motions some belong to nature and natural 
instinct, which avo carriod along specially to something cor- 
tain and destined; others belong to the will in rational nature, 
and are borne towards various things, good or evil,—good, 
when God moves consonantly therewith ; evil, when God 
moves only what is of nature, and permits what is of will. 
~ Wherefrom it is a most wholesome and holy conclusion, that 
all effects and defects in nature and in will, of every kind, 
are from God’s providence; yet so that (as Plato said) the 
creature, as being the proximate cause, is in fault, whilst “God 
is without any blame.” 

(4.) Of their causes. The fourth point is, that the first 
and chief cause is so universal, that no cause over and above 
that can be assigned or thought of; which, if it depend on 
any other reason, can be neither first nor chief, but it will be 
necessary that another cause, prior or superior or equal, be 
‘assigned ; and so neither of them would be absolutely the first 
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or chief. Then, that all other causes exist either as principles 


or a8 from the principle: that nature and will exist as princi- 
ples; middle causes have their being from the principle,— 


~ “natural causes from nature, and voluntary causes from will. 


That of these a twofold mode was appointed by God, necessary 
and contingent. Necessary, indeed, that which cannot be 
otherwise, and hence always good, as necessary: contingent, 
that which is ‘‘as it chances,” whether good or evil. But 
here a threefold caution must be prudently observed. TF irst, 
To hold these modes of causes as existing from the things 
themselves, and as being in them according to the ratio of the 
principles from which they proceed, (for we are not speaking 
of the immediate actions of God, which are above these prin- 

ciples, as we have before noted,) the natural ones naturally, — 
and [the voluntary ones] voluntarily. Secondly, To set forth 
both these modes as being from God, but not in God; for in 
God there ig none but a Divine mode, that is, one that is 
superior in all modes both to the necessary and to the 
contingent; since God is not met by necessity from any 
other quarter, nor by any contingency, but all essentials are 
in God, and in the Divine mode. Thirdly and lastly, To hold 
that those modes so flow from God in created things that 
nothing of thom is rociprocatod and flows buck, as it wore, to 
God. For God is tho universal principle ; to whom if any of 
tose things should flow back, Ifo would by that vory fret cone 
to be the principle. And indeed the cause of this matter is 
manifogt from the comparison of natural examplos ; becuse 
all this matter has proceeded not from the natural power 
simply, as it is natural, but from the rational power of God. 
For that is the condition of natural power, that it always 
pours forth one and the same thing in its own kind; and if it 
produces anything beyond itself, it produces the like from. 
necessity of nature, or the unlike by chance: a pear-tree a 
pear-tree, a bull a bull, a man a man; that is, just according 
as there is one sole form of cach one thing in nature. But 
the work of rational power, which is capable of all forms, is 
of every mode; and to it three things must concur in the 
agent,—knowledge, ability, will. The mode of those things 
which rational power effects, is not shaped by the mode of 
knowledge or power, but by the mode of will, actually shaping 


the works which were virtually formed (as they say) in Imow- . , 
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and not by nocessity of nature. Which if you wish to have 

illustrated by oxamplo in Divino things, lot this bo it: The 
person of the Father produced the person of the Son natu- 
rully, not by will: God produced Tis creatures by will, not 
naturally : therefore the Son is ono wilh the Mathor ; things 
created are different from God; and those of all sorts, degrees, 
~ and conditions, poured forth by His rational power volun- 
tarily to demonstrate His manifold wisdom. It is nothing 
now that thoso things which are by nature chb and flow, 
because many of them are on an equality, many really essen- 
tial: but it is an unheard-of thing that those things which 
are by will should ebb or flow. But if this is true in nature, 
as indeed it is, how much more must it be believed of God, 
+? He shall be compared with created things | 

It was necessary, my brother, for mo to-lay down these 
things more fully, in order that what follows may the more 
easily be marked off by certain bounds. You say that the first 
opinion displeases you, because you suppose that God cannot 
be employed about man when not yet created, from the desire 
to illustrate His glory by mercy and punitive justice. You 
add for amplification, ‘Nay, not even about him who has 
been created and considercd in a pure natural state.” In 
ordor that wo may understand oach other, what you call 
Doing employed about man ” T take to mean what is col- 
ynonly culled “having man os wu objoct, or for an objoct.” 
But let us examine this supposition of yours, my brother, if 
you please, or rather because you please and s0 request, to Bee 
how far it is true. : 

I truly, from the first fundamental principle which I before 
laid down, from which I foel sure that you do not dissent, 
hold man not yet ereated,—created,—fallen, &¢.,—lastly 
man in general, however you may take him, to be the object 
of God’s power, knowledge, will, mercy, and justice. For, if 
this is granted, it will undoubtedly follow that something 
outside of common providence and the special predestina- 
tion of the sons of God is not an object for God: therefore 
that something may be added to God, if anything additional 


acerues to the power, knowledge, will, &c., because the 


knowledge, power, will of God, is either God, or a Divine, 
that is, an infinite act. Whatever eternity regards, if it does 
not regard the eternal, it coascs to be eternity, it loses the 
nature of eternity. Infinity, if it docs not regard infinite 
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things infinitely, ceases to be infinity. With God and His 
otornity it is not “has beon” or “will bo,” but tho boing 


_ permanent and lasting, all together and interminable. 


A creature, indecd, in the naturo of things, is in timo; but 
to God it is porfoctly prosont above all time and from eternity 
to eternity, in one only mode, that is, the Divine: and not 
only itself, but also all its affections, from whatsoever they 
arise. You will say perhaps that this principle is granted 
absolutely, as they say, but that here there is another reason 
secundum quid; namely, because we are treating of mercy 


‘and punishment, which cannot be truly considered except 


from antecedent misery and sin. But the latter, my brother, 
just the same as the former, are perfectly present to God; I. 
clo not say ina natural modo, which passes away ; but in a 
Divine mode, which is eternal, and-rises above nature in all 
its modes. They who think otherwise are certainly in danger 


‘of tearing asunder the most simple and eternal essence of ° 


God itself. Besides we have stated, under Proposition IT1., that — 
misery and sin are considered in act, habit, ability, in created 
things; likewise either absolutely or comparatively: but in ~ 
God (whom even Aristotle allows to be “a most thorough —— 
enorgy”) mercy and judgment are by an cternal act, and not 
by a temporary one; for Ho contemplates in all modes tho 
migory and.gin of man bofore all times, but duos nob regard 
thom in timo as happoning accidontally. 

Lastly,—to open the very source of tho mattor,—all this 
meditation proceeds from this, that the reason of that third 
fundamental principle which we laid down beforchand is not 
sufficiontly kept in view by those who entertain that opinion. 
For since all action is either internal or external, or conjoined 
in both modes together; the internal is in God, as in the 
Maker; the external is in the creature in its own time and 
place, as in the thing made; exactly as a house is framed, 
in the mind of its builder, before it is in reality built up, as 
they say, materially. But when both actions are conjoined, 
and from them arises a work one in number, which they call 
émroréxeopa, the “ production’’ or “result,” then that inter- 


nal act is as it were the formality, the external act, the mate- 


rial. In God nothing is temporary; the act is eternal only 

in God, for it is internal; therefore not temporary : as on the 

contrary all things outside of God are temporary: the exter- 

nal act therefore is temporary, because it is outside of God. 
B 2 
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“What principle then do you lay down?” you will ask :— 
“that God bymercy and punitive justice is employed about man 
not yot created, or created indeed, but considered in his purely 
natural state?” Indeed, whatever may be predicated of man, 
that I acknowledge can be predicated with truth and holiness. 
Yet I sce that two things may be declared more smoothly and 


fittingly in the words of Christ and His Apostles; which if. 


some do not at times express in the same way, yet they per- 
fectly understand them. The first is, that in this question we 
must lay down not the mode and consequent event alone, 
(which some catachrestically call ‘‘ the end,”) to wit, merey and 
punitive justice, likewise eternal life and death; but the very 
fountain and genus, to wit, grace and.no grace, adoption, or 
filiation, vio@ecla, and non-adoption, which is reprobation, as 
we havo said in the Second Proposition. The latter is, that 
no singular aspect, but the common one of man, ought to be 
laid down in the argument of election, so that we may think 
of man as not yet created, when created, fallen, &c., yet 
perfectly present in God’s conception in every respect, 80 as that 
in this election there may be the concurrence of grace towards 
man simply and absolutely, and of mercy, which is from 
grace, towards him fallen and a sinner; but in reprobation 
tho concurrence of no grace of adoption and 10 Morey. If 
thoso things bo proporly oxprossed, I do not seo on what 
uccount the pious mind can bo offended. L'or Chrish suys 
that they are “blessed of God the Fathor who shall by inhe- 
vilanco rocoiyo tho kingdom proparod for thom from tho 
foundation of the world.” (Matt. xxv. 84.) And Paul, that 
God the Father “hath blessed us with all spiritual blessing in 
supercelestial things in Christ: according as He hath chosen 
us in Him before the foundation of the world, that we should 
be holy and without blame before Him in love; when He 
-predestinated us to the adoption of sons by Jesus Christ to 
Himself, according to the good pleasure of His will, to the 
praise,” &c. (Ephes. i. 8-6.). 

What! is there then no special reference? T answer, Pro- 
perly in the argument of election and reprobation (for with 
regard to damnation the position is different) there is no spe- 
eial reference to men as regards the cause, but all our separa- 
tion from the reprobate is from the mere and pure will of 
God. God distinguished and separated allay men, whether 
not yet made, or made, or fallen, and rather as having in all 


~ does not hate that which is good; all th 
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~ things one common appearanco in Ilis sight, yot equal to each : 


other by nature and lot in all respects: these, by election and 
predestination to the adoption of sons of God; those, by 
giving them up to themselves and to their own naturo, and 
not calling them forth to the adoption of sons of God, which - 
is gratuitous, and can be ascribed to grace alone. And this 
grace, while as to itself it is single, may be twofold towards 


_the elect; for it is either grace simply, if you regard man 


even from eternity without taking account of his fall, which — 
grace was bestowed on angels and on elect men; or itis grace — 
joined with mercy, or it is gracious mercy, when you have 
come down to a special regard of the fall and of sin: for God . 
has treated the angels with grace, but us both with grace and 
merey: unless also you have had respect to possible misery 


‘and mercy (about which we have spoken under Prop. iii.): for 


in this sense the Divine work of grace is mercy, and may 


rightly be so called. 


. What, then, is there here that can be found fault with in ~ 
God? what, that can be denied by us? God has bestowed — 
human nature on all men: the giftis good. On certain of 
these He has bestowed the grace of adoption and mercy: this 
gift is still better. Neither gift did He owe; He has bestowed ~ 
Doth; the former on all men; the latter on cortain men. But, 
perhaps some one will say, reprobation is one thing; puni- 
tivo justice, about which wo aro sponking, and damnation, is 
another. It is woll: then we are agreed about reprobution ; 
about punitivo justico and damnation lot us 600. Certainly, 
as tho vossels of morcy which God has prepared for glory, 
that He might show forth the riches of His glory, are from 
eternity perfectly present to Him in a Divine and incompre- ' 
hensible manner, without His own motion or any change; 80 
also ‘‘the vessels of wrath, framed for destruction, that He 
might show forth His wrath, and make His power known,” . 
(Rom. ix. 22,) are eternally exposed to His eyes in a Divine © 
manner. As vessels, therefore, they are from God; for He is 
the Maker (Potter) of all things: as vessels of wrath, they are 
from themselves and from their own sin, into which they rush 
by their own will. We are all by this “nature the children 
of wrath,” (Eph. ii. 8,) but not by our primitiyseopditiqn7 ja 
Genesis i. 81 Moses affirms that ‘God sa his) ngs that lp 
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have been good: therefore from the creation God altogether 
hates nothing whatever : He hates another’s, but not His own; 
He is wrath with our fall and sin, not with His own creation. 
By creation they are vessels: by corruption they are vessels 
of wrath, and framed for dostruction, as the most just conso- 
quonco of their corruption and ginfulnogs: for “ ovil doos not 
dwell with God.” (Psalm y. 4.) Just as the goodness of the 
elect is in God’s knowledge, whom He treats with mercy; so 
the wickedness of others is within His knowledge, as Isaiah 
says; (Isai. xlviii.;) and this, from the time He knew it, He 
has hated and condemned. But He knew and foreknow from 
eternity: He hates, therefore, and condemns cternally, and 
has also condemned beforchand. 

Whatever is the ratio of that proposition, the same is also 


ithe ratio of the other, which is added for amplification,— 


“Nay, that God is not even employed about man as he is 
eroatod, and considered in a stato of more nature.” For tho 
consequence plainly follows in the same mode from this as 
from that; and you are not ignorant that universal affirma- 
tions follow as a fair conclusion from the whole to a mode (as 
they say), or from a general to a particular. God regarded 
man generally from eternity in election and reprobation : 
thercfore, both when he was not made, and when he was 
‘made and fallen, and if there is anything else by which we 
may express what wo moan. In tho caso, I say, of election 
and reprobation God regarded man simply, with whatever 
relation you may clothe him: in the case of damnation Ile 
regarded the sinner whom He did not givo to Christ by tho 
election of grace, and whom He from eternity sees as a sinner. 
Rightly therefore did those holy men set forth the election 
and reprobation of man as made from eternity; some, of man 
not yet created; some, of man not yet fallen; some, lastly, 
of man even when fallen: because, in whatever condition 
you may look at him, man was elected or reprobated without 
consideration of well-doing and of sin. Nor can it be proved 


tha} in thus saying they are at variance with one another, | 


unless the denial of other conditions be shown in express 
words. For such by the consent of all is the common expres- 
sion of their views ; in which if any one affirm that the asser- 
tion of one point implies the removal of another, he will have 
impinged on the truth of natural logic and on common use. 
But if in general the cause of election and reprobation is such, 
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it follows directly that those speak most truly who say that 
man was elected when not yet created; because they were 
elected by God by an internal act, before they existed by an — 


~ external act: but those who affirm election to be of man when 


created havo regard to tho principlo of tho outward act, or to 
tho first modo; and go forth. ALL this, howovor, is in rofors 
enco not to His act by itself, but to the condition of that act, 
which has nothing to do with its substance, 

You say that in this opinion you aro outstripped by me, — 
who, when treating of predestination, nowhere make mention 
of morey, but everywhere of grace, which transconds morey, 


- &c. ButI, my brother, have never so intended as to seem 


to exclude other parts by mentioning the name of “grace,” — 
nor do I see how such a conclusion can be drawn from that 
expression. Grace is the genus of mercy; it does not exclude 
the species. Grace embraces (so to speak) the path of all 
timos, thoroforo of mercy also. Neither do those who use 
the word “mercy,” by laying down the species take away 
the genus, or by granting part exclude the whole of the 
remainder ; nor do we by affirming the genus deny the species, 
or by laying down the whole pitchfork away a certain part of © 
it. Both expressions are derived from the Scriptures, which, 
in reference to the whole and to each of its parts, proclaim 


' gvaco, and in a cortain respect morey ; but take away neither 


by affirmation of the other. I could prove this by quota- 
tions, woro it not that I focl confident that you, from your 
skill and intelligence, acknowledge that just the same as myself. 
Prodestination is from grace: the same grace, which produced 
the predestination of the saints, takes in merey ; which, as I 
think, we have made sufficiently clear a little above. ‘I men- 
tion grace simply in the case of simple predestination, that is, 
predestination simply and generally expressed. Mercy I also 
predicate in reference to wretched man, simply or compara- 
tively so called. 

You add, that, when treating of the passed by and the repro- 
pate, I mention justice in these only. First, if you please, 
let us take away the homonymy: then we will explain the 
matter in a few words. We have explained the homonymy in 


~ the Second Proposition: we use the word “reprobate” either 


generally or particularly: if you take it in the gencral sense, 
mention isrightly made of justice, as we shall presently show; 
if particularly, cither the reprobate and the passed by are 
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- taken for tho same, which is tho propor signification ; or tho 
reprobate are mentioned instead of the damned, which is 
catachrestical. I supposo that you do not tako tho word in 
- the formor moaning: if you take it in tho latter, (as you do,) 
certainly what you say is most true, that I, when treating of 
the damned alone, make mention of justice. Of this only I 
disapprove, that you write copulatively of the passed by and 
_ the reprobate, that is, the damned. For although they are 
tho samo in tho subject, and all the passed by are damned, 
and the damned are passed by; yet they stand in one relation 
as passed by or reprobate, and in‘another as damned. Dre- 
terition or reprobation is not done without justice, but it does 
not proceed from justice as its cause: damnation is with 
justice and from justice. Tlection and reprobation or preteri- 
tion is the work of a free will by the wisdom of God: but 
damnation is the work of a necessary will by the justice of 
God: for God “cannot deny Himself;” (2 Tim. il, 135) a 
just Judge, Ic must punish unrightcousness, and execute 
judgment. (Psalm vii.) This, I say, is the work of the 
“manifold”? wisdom of God, whereby, to those creatures in 
whom He has implanted the principle of their own ways, to 
wit, a freo will, He has shown both uses of it, the good and 
| the bad, and the events consequent on its use in either way. 
Whorcfore Lis wisdom ordained the way of both uses as well 
in angels as in mon, without any sin or fault of theirs. But 
the work of justice is, to condemn the unrightoous. ‘lhoro- 
foro it is also said truly that the passed by are damnod by 
God; but bocauso they were to be damned, not bocauso thoy 
were passed by or reprobated. ib} 

Now I como to your argumentation; in which you affirm 
that from that opinion it necessarily follows that God is the 
author of Adam’s fall and sin, &c. Indeed I do not see the 
argumont by which this conclusion is nocossarily mado out, 
if you understand that opinion properly, as is fair. Though 
I do not doubt that you have had regard to those words of 
yours, of which you made use in enunciating the first opinion : 
«That He ordained moreover that the same man should fall 


and become guilty, in order that in this way He might open . 


the way for His eternal counsels; that is, that He might 


mercifully save some,” &e. This, then, unless my perception ° 


deceives me, is your process of reasoning: He who ordained 
that man should fall and become a sinner, 18 the author of 


~ 
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the fall and of sin: God ordained that man should fall and 
become a sinner: God therefore is the author of our fall and 
sins But the proposition of this argumont is doniod, bocauso 


“equivocal: for the word ‘to ordain” is indeed commonly, but 


yet catachrestically, taken for the same as simply and abso- 
lutely to decree, the will, as they phrase it, determining and 
approving the deed; which catachresis ig very usual in courts 
oflaw. But with us, who in this argument are held to observe 
scrupulously the exact propricty of words, ‘ ordaining” is 
nothing else than disposing the order in decds, and in each 
matter according to its own mode. It is one thing to decree 
deeds simply, another to decree the order of facts in every- 
thing according to its own mode. The former is immediate ; the 
latter regards the means belonging to the order in all things, 


right from the beginning to the end. With the former mean- 


ing the assumption is simply denied: for it is most foreign to 


the truth, since God is never the author of anything evil (I 


speak of the evil of guilt). With the latter meaning the pro- 
position is denied: for it is at variance with truth; nor is it 
on any account necessary that the same person who disposes 
the order in deeds, and in each matter according to its own 
mode,-should be the author of the deeds. The doer is one 
thing, the deed another, he who ordains both another. Ho who 
does an evil deed, the same ig the author of the evil: he who 
arranges tho ordor in tho door and in tho ovil dono, is nob the 
author of the evil, but, good himself, ordains evil for a good end, 

In order to understand this, we must use the Fourth funda- 
montal principle which we before laid down. From that wo 
shall circumscribe this whole case into this mode: All vice 


' is always to bo ascribed to the proximate cause, not to a. 


remote or supreme one. In a chain the broken ring makes 
the fault; in an ‘‘automaton” the wheel which gocs wrong, 
that ono is to blame, not any highcr or lower ono. Since, 
then, all causes are eithor principles or from principlos, (here 


‘the principles are like wheels by which the causes flowing 


from tho principles are turned,) God is the universal principle 
of all good; nature, the principle of natural things; and ra- 
tional will, the principle of moral things, éwapdortepifwv, “ in- 
clining equally” to good or evil freely. These three principles 
carry out their actions by their own proper motion, and issue 
and arrange middle causes cach according to its own ratio,— 
God indeed in a Divine mode, nature in a natural, will in an 
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elective mode. God in a Divine mode issued nature; nature 
issued man in its mode; will in its own and proper mode 
issued its moral and voluntary actions. But, if the will issues 
the moral action, whether good or evil, it issues it according 
to its own mode: which cannot be attributed evon to nature 
itself as a cause, although nature gencrates will in man ; be- 
~ eause will (though it be from nature) has been appointed by 
God the proper and singular principle of moral actions in 
nature. But if the blame of this cannot be hammered into 
nature, by what right, I beg, can it be imputed to God, who 
_ by the mode and means of nature implants will in man? 

I answer, therefore, with Augustine, in his book Against 
the Articles falscly imputed to him, (article 10,) ‘Not the falls 
of the falling, nor the malignity of the wicked, nor the wrong 
desires of the sinful, did God’s predestination excite or persuade 
or impel; but His judgment plainly predestinated them, by 
which He would reward cach, according as he did, whether 
good or evil; which judgment would not take place, if men 
sinned by the will of God.” He proceeds more fully in ashicle 
2, saying, “‘Ifit were obj ected to the devil that he is the se 
of such deeds, and the incentor to them ; I suppose that wit 1 
some reason he might exonerate himself from this eel es 
7 chargo, and might convict the perpetrators of such crimes a 
acting from their own will; because, though ho ae : 
dolighted ab tho madnoss of sinners, ho yot might lh i 
he had not brought upon them a forcing to crimes. pd 34 
folly, then, or by what madness, 18 it determined to re can 
God’s design what cannot on the whole be ign e i 
devil? because in the offences of sinners he must be “ va 
to be the helper of enticements, not the a hi 0 ¥ > 
God, then, predestinated none of these affairs that t °y ‘ ie d 
happen; nor did He prepare that soul which was oa : us 
basely and wickedly, for this, that it should so live . . e 
was not ignorant that such a soul would exist, ts ns gots 
that He should judge justly about such an ont a4 pt 
it can be imputed neither to nature nor to the devi | Ce 
less to the most holy and most ee ere Popes 3 eile 

erves in hig sixth book Agains stics, 
Be A atestkis all that He PS bagi ot sna 
only foreknows, and does not prec esting 3 
feta He both foreknows and predestinates. the with ook 
_ ig from God; because He disposes by Hig own ordination 
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arrangement both in good and evil: otherwise the providence 

_of God would be a very idle attribute,—which be it far from 
us to think! God wills not evil, but wills the arrangement and 
maintains it even in evil. Evil proceeded from man’s will: 
from God comes the universal and special ordering of provi- 
denco itself, ‘arranging even what are supreme ills, and com- 
pelling them most wisely into order. 

Perhaps this twofold question will be raised for me. 
First, How can these be said to be the proper motions of the 
will, when we confess that the will itself, that is, the fountain 
of voluntary motions, is from nature, and nature from God? 
Second, Why should God have implanted in men this will, 
constituted as with the image of liberty? 


. I will reply to both questions in afew words. Tothe First: 


Certainly the will is from nature, nature from God ; but the 
will must none the less be styled the principle of these motions, 
than nature is called the principle of natural ones. Each is 
the principle of its own action; though each is from the gu- 
preme principle, God. It is one thing to describe the nature 
of a thing, another to set forth its origin. What is the 
essence of nature and of will? That the former be the princi- 
ple of natural things, the latter of spontaneous things. 
What is thoir origin? God is tho only and univorsal fountain 
of all things. Nor is it absurd that a principle should bo 
from a principlo; for though a principle which draws its 
beginning from elsewhere, in regard of its origin should not 
be styled a principle, yet in regard of the act it does not on 
that account cease to be an essential principle. There is a 


- principle by itself,—God: there is a principle from a princi- 


ple,—nature and our will: and yet each of these is a principle, 
having its own proper motions. Nor is there any reason why 
any one should think these to be mere philosophical dis- 
tinctions: they are natural ones; but natural ones are from 
God. However, if we are unwilling to listen to nature, let us 
hear the Truth of God,—Christ speaking of the devil: (John 
viii. 44:)-‘‘ When he speaketh a lie, he speaketh of his own: 
for he is a liar, and the father of it.”’ Here he is called ‘‘the 
father and generator of a lic,” and is said to ‘speak of hig 
own.” See, then, we here get hold of the origin and act of 
sin in the devil from Christ’s words. The origin is from 
himself; for he is the father and generator of sin. The act 
is from himself in like manner: for he “speaks of his own.” 
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What, I pray, can be clearcr than theso words? Whorefore 
Augustine, in the same answer, (article 6,) concludes excel- 
lontly: ‘‘ As, therefore, God did not enduo the angels who 
trinserossed with that will by which they did not stand firm 
in the truth; so neither did he implant this affection in 
men by which they might imitate the devil. For ho tells a 
lie ‘of his own:’ and a man will not be free from a lie, except 
when tho truth shall have made him free.” To wit, He gave 
a free will, that is, that essential power to Adam : it was Adam’s 
own proper motion, and it isthe same with each of us. Tlowis 
it our own, when it has been given to us by God? Answer: 
Whatever things were given by God, were given cither by the 
law of common right, or by that of property and rightful 
possession. He gave the will to angels and men by the law 
of rightful possession and property: therefore it is their own, 
and of their own proper motion. ‘‘ So,” says Augustine, in his 
book on Genesis, chap. v., ‘‘He both makes and ordains the 
species and natures themselves ; but the shortcomings of the 
species and the defects of the natures He does not make, but 
only ordains.” God therefore is always just, but we are 
unjust (or unrighteous). 

'o the Second question: ‘ Why did God put this will, and 
ono of this sort, in man?” I answer: There was need of tho 
highosb gooducss and wisdom in tho universo of nabure. 
Why should wo with ungratoful minds doprocinto tho Tountain 
of goodness and wisdom,—wo who have wlrendy misused oly 
ungratoful minds? Tt was of Tis gooduoss thit Ilo implanted 
Ifig image in both natures, as well in tho superior one of 
angels, as in this lower one of mankind; that, while other 
(animals) in the nature of things are moved by the common 
instinct of naturo or by sense, as by a dim trace of Deity, 
theso, by the sole liberty of their own will, and that a 
rational one, have had within their own power the principle 
of their own ways, bestowed by God out of His goodness 
alone. It was of His wisdom that He created these very 
species, endowed with His image, together with so many 
others, and in superiority to others, that a most perfect 
mirror of His glory might exist, as far as was possible with 
created things. But why did He make it of that kind, with 
liberty mutable? Forsooth He made His own image, not 
Himself. There is one only essential image of God the Father, 
the Lord Jesus Christ, one God, eternal and immutable, with 
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tho Father and tho Holy Spirit. Whoover thou art who 
makest this objection, thou hearest the serpent whispering 
into thy car What he long ago hissed into that of Evo, to our 
destruction, «Let it be enough for thee that thou wast made 
in the image of God; possessing not the Divine perfection, 
but the image of that perfection. Immutability is an attri- 
bute peculiar to the Divine perfection: God has this by 
nature: tho croaturo had tho image of it within hig own 
power, by a certain impartation from God, deposited within 
the power of his will: but whoever fell, whether angel or 
man, cast it away of his own will. 

Not to say more, the whole of this question was put by 
Marcion, and was treated most fully and nervously by 
Tertullian in good part of his second book Against Marcion ; 
(as far as chap. 5;) the reading of which, I trust, will give 
you satisfaction. You subjoin at length that from the neces- 
sity of that conclusion “they are not excused by the distinc- 
tions between an act and criminality in an act, necessity and 
compulsion, decree and execution,” &e. But I think, my 
brother, that from what has already been said you see suffi- 
ciently, by reason of your picty and prudence, in what respoct 
tho argumentation fails. For God does not make, but ordains, 
tho sinnor, to uso Augustino’s oxprossion’s (De Gen, Gap. ii, 1) 
but He ordains tho sinnor’s ovil docd, not by ‘commanding 
him to do ib Kpooiully and nbsoluboly, ov by dooreving 1b; but 
by vindicating most wisely His own order and tho right of 
Lis infinito providenco in ovil itself, which is poculiar to the 
creature. J’or it behoved the wisdom of God to triumph in 
this mode, when He displayed His order in the peculiar and 
voluntary disorder of His creature. This disorder and alien- 
ation from good the creature contrived for itself, by its own 


- motion of a free will, not by Divine instinct. But that liberty 


of will, says Tertullian, (in his second book Against Marcion, 
chap. 9,) ‘‘does not cast back its blame on Him by whom it 
was given, but on him by whom it was not administered as it 
ought to have been.” __ 
Which things since they are so, there is no necessity for 
me to speak of each of those distinctions which perhaps in. 
their own places may be of force: to me, indeed, they do not 
seem to belong properly to this discussion, unless other argu- 
ments be adduced, which I do not discern in’ your writing. 
Further, all of them belong rather in common to the question 
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of providenco, than to this topic specially. But it does not 
please mo, as the saying is, to stray beyond tho lines. But 
here perhaps some one will say, ‘‘ Therefore the judgments of 
God depend on contingency; and they are founded on contin- 
gonts, if thoy have had respoet to man as a sinner, and to his 
sin.” The consequent is denied: for, on the contrary, those 
very things which seem contingents to us, depend on God’s 
ordination, according to their origin and act. Origin: for 
God appointed also the contingent mode equally with the 
necessary in nature. Act: acting in good things; but ceasing in 
evil, as evil, not as ordained by His special providence. They 
are not, then, contingents to God, however they may be to 
us; just as those things which are contingent on a lower 
cause can by no right be ascribed to a higher one. But I 
think we have already expressed this matter. sufficiently in 
the Fourth fundamental principle. Wherefore we will pass 
on to other things. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
SIXTH PROPOSITION. 

Tur meaning of the first opinion is that which I have 
explained in the Third Proposition. But whether it offers an 
object generally and. indiscriminately, or discriminately and 
clothod with cortain cirewmstanco, to God prodostinating and 
roprobating, I do not greatly care: for with me in this place 
tho question ix nol wboub that If, howovor, L muy dowl with 
this in a few words, I will say, that to one weighing this mat- 
tor carofully it scems that an object cannot have been consi- 
dered in general and indiscriminately by God when decrecing, 
according to the judgment of the authors of the first opmuon. 


For, by God when decreeing the object was considered in such | 


2 form as it then was in, when it had as yet received into 
itself no internal act of God decreeing about it, no external 
act of Him executing. For this is called a pure and mere 
object, free from all other consideration which can befall the 
object by the act of the cause employed about it. But since, 
- according to the authors of the first opinion, the act of crea- 
tion belongs to the execution of the decree of which we are 
treating, hence it is as plain as possible that man, as about to 
be created, is the object of predestination and reprobation. 
Tf, however, any one considers the various and manifold acts 
of that decree, there ig no doubt that some of them must be 
accommodated and applied to this, others to that, state of 
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man: and in this sense I shall have admitted the common and 
unseparated consideration of the object. But all thoso acts, 
according to the authors of that first opinion, depend on one 
primary act; to wit, that in which God determined to display 
tho glory of Tis merey in ono part of that shupoless mass 
from which mankind was about to be created; but, in the 
other, to declarethe beauty of His justice. And it is that very 
thing which I said did not please me in that first opinion : 
nor can I up to the present time persuade myself that any 
decree exists in the whole of Scripture by which God has 


appointed to illustrate His glory by mercy and justice in the 


salvation of these and the condemnation of those, beyond His 
prevision of the fall. 

The passage which you cite from Beza, on Ephes. i. 4, 
plainly shows that I did no wrong to those authors in 


- explaining their opinion: for in it he says that God by the 


creation and corruption of man opened a way to carry out 
what He had previously decreed. 

As regards the agreement of those opinions, I allow that 
they all agree in this, that this decree of God was made from 
eternity, before all actual existence of any object whatever and 
howsoever considered. For ‘“‘ known unto the Lord God are all 
His works from the beginning of the world.” (Acts xy. 18.) 
And all tho inward acty of God without oexcoption must 
nocossarily bo oternal, unloss wo wish to sot forth God as. 
changewblo; yotsothat some procedo others in order and nature, 
Tallow, moreover, that they agree in this also, that there is no 
cause in the predestinated or reprobated person why that ono 
should be predestinated, this one reprobated ; and that that 
cause is situated in the pure will of God alone. But I say that. 
some ascend higher than others, and extend the acts of the 
decree further. For those of the Third opinion deny that God 


- by any act of predestination and reprobation employs Himself 


about man considered as not yet fallen; and those of the > 
Second affirm that God is not occupied in any act of that decree 
about man nat created. But those of the First opinion openly 
declare and contend that God in the first act of that decree is 
dealing with man, not created, but to be created. I have there- 


fore distinguished those opinions according to the objects, just 


as each has placed man as an object for God when engaged in 
the first moment of the act of predestination and reprobation ; 
as free, to wit, from every act of God predestinating and repro- _ 
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~ pating, both internal, by which He might have decreed any- 
thing about man, and external, by which He might have effected 
anything in man; which also may be called a mere and pure 
object, deriving hitherto no relative aspect from the eternal 
act of the party decrecing, and no form from the oxtcrnal act. 
But when by some act of God it has receivedanyrelative aspect 
- or form, then it is no longer a simple object, but an object 
having about itself or in itself some act of God, by which it is 
prepared for the reception of some further act, as was said a 
little whilc ago. With regard to your idea that they rightly 
prove their opinion by the example of Jacob and Esau, (Rom. 


| ix.,) we shall see about that hereafter. 


On those things which you lay down as foundations for this 
doctrine and in-angwer to my arguments, let me be allowed to 
make some remarks or ask a few questions. 

On the first passage, about God's essence. God is an essence, 
unchangeable in power, intellect, will, design, and finally work, 
yet so that, when a creature is changed, He becomes another 
to that creature by His will, application of power, and work, 
than Ilo was to the same creature when persevering in his 
primeval state ; allowing to the cause what is due to the cause, 
but without any change in Iinsclf. Noxt, if God is unchango- 
able, then Te has not circumscribed or determined to one part 
by any deere of His that motion of a free will which Io once 

avo to man to onjoy and uso according to his mind, so as that 

it shall necessarily incline to that, but cannot, while that decree 
is in force, actually incline to the other part. Thirdly, God 
possesses the ctornal and unchangeablo form and conception 
of all those things which are done by men in a changeable 
way, but in the order of nature follow many other conceptions, 
which God has respecting those things which He has both 
willed to do Himself and to permit to men. 

On the second passage, about God’s knowledge. I am tho- 
roughly persuaded that God’s knowledge is eternal, unchange- 
able, andinfinite, and that it extends to all things as well neces- 
sary as contingent, to all things which He Himsélf does medi- 
ately or immediately, and which He permits to be done by 
others. Butthe mode in which He knows certainly future contin- 
goncios, and especially those which appertain to creatures of free 
-will, and which He has decreed to permit, not Himself to do,— 
this I do not comprehend, not even in that measure in which I 
think it is understood by others of greater skill than myself. 
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I know there are some who say that all things dre present to 
God from eternity; and that tho mode in which God knows 
future contingencies certainly and infallibly is this,—that 
those contingencies co-exist with God in the Now of eternity, 
and 80 aro in Ilim indivisible and in tho infinite Now of oter- 
nity which embraces all time. If that is so, it is not difficult 
to know in what way God knows future contingencies cortainly 


‘and infallibly. For contingencies are not repugnant to the 


certainty of knowledge, except as they are future, but not as 
they are present. But that reasoning does not exhaust all the 
difficulties which may arise in the consideration of those things. 
For God knows as about to be, unless they be stopped, those 
things which may happen, but never will happen, and which 
therefore are not co-existent with God in the Now of eternity; | 
as is apparent from 1 Sam. xxiii., with respect to the citizens 
of Keilah being about to deliver David into the hands of Saul, 
which yet was not done. Therefore there seems to be a cer- . 
tain knowledge of future things even from contingent causes, 
if those causes be complete and be not hindered. But how 
shall the causes be complete of those actions which depend on 
the liberty of the will, which also, at the very moment when it 
chose this, was free not to chooso it, or to choose another course 
in preference to that? Wherefore, if ever you have sufliciont 
loisuro, I wish that your rovoronco would troat thoroughly, in 
your own accurate mannor, both this and whatovor clso relates 
to that question, I lmow that this would bo grateful and ac- 
ceptable to many, and that such a labour would not be in vain 
in tho Lord. 

God’s knowledge is called eternal, but not of all known 
things equally. For God’s knowledge is absolutely eternal, 
as He knows Himself and all things possible in Himself: but 
as He knows future things, it is indeed eternal in point of time, 
but in nature it is posterior to any act of God’s will concerning 
those things, even, in some things, posterior to any foreseen 
act of the human will. And, upon the whole, this seems to 
me to be the order of the Divine knowledge, when compared 
with its various objects: that God knows—1. Himself: 2, All 
things that are possible; as well what He Himself can do, as 
what can be done by those things which He Himself can 
make: 8. All things which are about to exist by act of crea- 
tion: 4, All things which are about to exist by the act of 
creatures, and especially rational ones: 5. What He is about 
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to do; whothor moved by those deeds of croatures, and espe- 
cially rational ones; or at least by occasion received from 
them. Whence it appears that the eternity of the knowledge 
of Ctod is not doniod by thoso who lay down anything depon- 
dent on human will as foreseen by Him. 

But I do not understand how this is true, that in every 
genus there may be something univocal, from which the rest 
arise equivocally. I have supposed hitherto that those things 
which aro under the samo genus are univocal or at least ana- 
logous ; but that equivocals are not comprised under the same 
genus with univocals, whether it is logical or metaphysical, 
much less physical. ‘Then, again, I have supposed that a 
univocal cannot be the cause of an. equivocal. For there is 
nothing alike inthem. But if there were anything alike, as 
between cause and effect, then it would be not equivocal, but 
analogous. So those things which are hot by fire, I should 
say are hot, not univocally nor equivocally, but by analogy. 
God may exist univocally, but we analogically. Which those 
confess who set forth certain properties of the Divine nature as 
communicable to us according to analogy, among which they 
number even knowledge. 

On the third passage. God’s actions are indeed eternal in 
Himself, but, order being observed, some are prior to others by 
nature, preceding moreover necossarily: whether in tho same 
order in which they flow outside of Him, I cannot casily say ; 
but I know that there are those who havo so determined it, 
amongst whom some reckon George Sohnius. Some also of 
tho internal actions in God are by nature posterior to the 

vision of somo act dependent on tho will of a croature. So 
the deerce about sending the Son for the redemption of man- 
kind is posterior to the provision of man’s fall. Tor although 
God might have been about to prevent the fall of man, unless 
THe had known that IIe could employ an casy remedy for his 
restoration, (as some suppose,) yet the sure decree for applying 
a remedy against the fall by sending His Son was not made 
by God, except on foresight of the discase, that is, the fall. 
The mode in which God as the universal principle flows into 
Tis creatures, and especially the rational ones, and concurs 
in action with the nature and will of the creature, is approved 
by me, of whatsoever sort it may be, if it does not infer a 
detcrmination of the will of the creature to one out of contrarics 
or contradictorics. Ifany mode infers th 
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~\ destination decrced on those grounds. But the reasoning is 
not valid from what is card tt, “relative,” to what is dds, 
absolutely.” Ilo is withdrawn from providence, considered 
relatively, not absolutely; so also from predestination. 
- Which reply your prudence sees that I shall make, and there- 
fore it has brought forward another threefold answer, but 
- none injurious to my reasoning. 

For as to the jirst: I allow that sin and misery have been 
perfectly present to God from eternity; and that as they were 
present, so there was room for the exercise of mercy and 
justice about them. But that opinion which I attack does 
not lay down those things as present to mercy and justice, as 
if foreseen, but infers the necessity of the existence of sin and 
misery from the deerce for illustrating mercy and justice ; so 
that by their actual existence there would be a place in the 
act itself for the decree made according to mercy and justice. 
As for the second: I grant also that there may be place for 
merey freeing from sin and possible misery in him who 


actually is neither a sinner nor miserable: but we are not - 


here treating of mercy so considered: and it is certain that 
mercy and judgment in God are by an eternal act, yet by the 
first act; but God cannot by a second act exercise those 
attributes understood according to the sense of the authors 
of that opinion, oxcoph aboub an acbual sinner wd wretch. 
Lastly ; what you say rospocting tho intornal and oxtornal and 
conjoint action of God docs not any the moro demolish my 
argument. For neither the internal action which is God’s 
doerco for displaying ILis glory by mercy and punitive justice, 
—nor the external action, which is the actual shining forth 
of the same glory by mercy and justice,—nor both conjoined, 
can haye place about man not a sinner and not wretched. I 
am indeed aware that with those who defend this opinion 
there is so much difference between action internal and 
external, that is, as they say, between the deerce and its 
exccution, that it is allowable for God to decree salvation out 
of mercy, and death out of justice, to the non-sinner, but that 
THe cannot actually save out of mercy any except a sinner, 
- nor actually damn out of justice any except a sinner, But I 
deny that distinction; nay, I affirm that God cannot will or 
decree by internal act what He cannot do by external act, and 
that so there is one object both of internal and external action, 
and clothed with the same circumstances ; whether that be 
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present to God in regard of Hig eternal intellect, and be pre- 
sonted as an object for Hig decroo; or whether it be [prosont 
. to Him] in fact in its actual existence, and be presented as an 
object for the execution of the decree. : 
Wherefore I cannot hold otherwise with regard to tha 
opinion than that it cannot be approved by those who think 
and desire to speak in accordance with Scripture. But those. 
“two things’ which you suppose can be expressed more 
smoothly and fittingly in the words of Christ and the Apostles, 
do not contribute to the explanation of that first opinion, 
but are ‘additions by which that opinion is very much 
altered, and which those who entertain it will by no 
means accept; as I think I have made sufficiently plain in 
my statement of the same opinion under the third answer, 
and as can now again be proved in just one word. For those 
things which you put as the mode and the consequent event 
of predestination and reprobation, those very things are said 
by the authors of the first opinion to be both the chief cause of 
the same decree, and the end, though not the last, which they 
thus affirm to be glory from the showing forth of merey and 
justice. Next, they acknowledge in predestination no grace 
which ig not merey; and rightly, for the grace which is towards 
man simply is not from oloction. They acknowlodgo also no 
mon-grace, or non-morcy, which punitivo justice doos not 
comprohond, Ilowsoovor it is, I do not horo tuke action 
against this opinion thus explained; not because 1 approve 
of it in overy respect, but because I have taken into examina- 
tion hero tho opinion which I say is that of Calvin and Beza; 
about the other I will see hereafter. But I will here consider 
summarily those things which are adduced as consonant with 


- that sentiment so explained. 


The passages of Scripture quoted from Matt. xxv. and Eph.i., 
from which it is taught that ‘ God from all eternity out of 
the good pleasure of His will chose some to adoption, holiness, 
and a participation of His kingdom,”—are so far from proving 
the consideration [of men] in general that on the contrary 
from them may be most plainly concluded reference to sin as 
a condition required in the object of blessing and of election. 
In the former place the blessed are called to the participation 
of the kingdom which God has from eternity prepared for 
them : but in whom and through,whom? is it not in Christ 
and through Christ? Yes, certainly; therefore it has been 
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‘prepared for sinners, not for men considored geonorally and 
without reference to sin. For Ho is called “ Jusus” because 
| He “saves His people from sins.” (Matt. 1.21.] The passago 
| in tho first chaptor of Ephesians says tho same thing much 
} moro plainly, as afterwards will bo proved at groater length, 
} when I shall make use of that passage professedly, in order 
| ~ to the proof of the opinion which puts sin as the condition 


required in the object. I did not put in the special regard of ~ 


) men according to the cause, which I wish but just to mention, 
- but according to the condition required in the object, namely, 
gin and misery; which I still require. 

Your distinction between the words “‘ grace” and ‘‘ mercy” 
is according to fact and their actual signification ; but it is 
not necessary for this place. For there is no grace con- 
ferred on man from predestination, as neither is there any: 
previous to predestination, which is not conjoined with mercy. 
God, indeed, provided angels with grace, not with mercy 
rescuing from sin and misery: us He provides with mercy, 
not with the grace which is contradistinguished from mercy. 
Tam speaking of predestination. From that mercy adoption 
proceeds, and therefore not from men considered in their 
| primeval state, but from sinners : which is also apparent from 

“tho Apostlo’s style, who calls tho clect and tho reprobato, not 
vessels of grace and of no-grace, but of mercy and of wrath. 
That thoy aro vossels,—thal thoy lave oqually and in com- 
mon from creation and sustentation, and from the Divine 
government: that they are vessels worthy of wrath and which 
have deserved it, and ‘‘ children of wrath,” as it is in Ephe- 
sians ii. [verse 8],—by that also they are not discriminated 
from each other. But, that these are ‘vessels of wrath,” 
that is, destined to wrath, from their own descrt indeed, but 
from the just judgment of God willing to bring wrath upon 
them; yet that others are not vessels of wrath, but of mercy, 
from the grace of God willing to pardon them their sin, and 
spare them though deserving wrath ; this is from the will of 
God distinguishing between the two; which distinction has 


its beginning after sin, whether we consider God’s act as inter- — 


nal or as external. Whence it is apparent that they are not 
therefore vessels. of wrath because they have contracted a 
stain, the most just consequence of which is wrath, unless 
God’s will comes into play; which wills that this which is a 


just consequence in respect of all the sinful should be a neces-. 
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sary consequence in respect of those whom alone Ho refuse 
o 2 ‘ 
to pardon, because He can justly punish [sin] in all, and has 


- determined to pardon it in the rest. What is added “ for 


amphiication” is ostablished by tho samo arguments, Wor 
there is no room for punitive justice except against a sinner ; 
there can be no act of that mercy, of which we are treating, 
except towards a wretch: but man considered in his puro 
natural state is neithor a sinnor nor wrotched; therefore that 
‘Justice and mercy havo no place about him. Whence your 
‘reverence sees that the object of predestination, made accord- 
ing to those attributes so understood, cannot be man con- 
sidered i common, since predestination requires in its object 
the circumstance of sin and misery ; by which cireumstanco 
man is restricted to a determinate state, and is excluded from 
consideration in the general. I know indeed that if a general — 
consideration is admitted, then none of those particular ones 


— is excluded: but your excellency is also aware that if any par- 


ticular relation is put positively, then that general one is 
excluded, But I do not think it is at all to be conceded that 
in the matter of election and reprobation there should be no 
consideration of well-doing or of sin. Thero is no considera- 
tion of well-doing, inasmuch as there was no well-doing : there 
18 nono of sin ng tho causo why this man should bo repro- 
bated and not that, but as the meritorious causo why a man 
could bo roprobated, and as the condition acquired in the 


. object ; which I have very often intimated, and which hence- 


forth will often be observed as occasion arises. How far 
those opinions differ has been remarked on the first Answer. 
But when God is said to have elected man either not yet 
created, or created indeed but not yct fallen, or fallen, that, 
as all know, must be understood, not as such are actually 
men, but considered as such: for they all allow that God from 
eternity elected men before they were created, that is, by 
internal act; but no one asserts that man was elected before 
he was created. Wherefore those opinions were not to be 
reconciled in respect of the internal act; since the object of 
both acts is one and the same, and considered in the same | 
mode. And the questions are distinct, when the election was 
made, and in what quality its object was considered. 

I was desirous to support my words by the authority of 
your consent: whether ignorantly or not, let this discussion 
decide.. You subject man considered as a sinner to the pre- 
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paration of punishment from justico, which I, in accordance 
with your Thesos, havo also called “ reprobation,” and thereby 
_ you presuppose sin according to your own judgmont: but tho 
first opinion subordinates sin to that same decree. ‘The pass- 
ing by, which it attributes to punitive justice, you attribute to 
the liberty of the Divine goodness, and exclude punitive jus- 
“tice therefrom, since you set down man not yet a sinner as the 
subjoct of pretorition. Tho predestination which tho first 
opinion ascribes to mercy as distinguished from grace, your 
Theses (quoted already in Answers 2 and 4) assign to grace, 
and indeed to grace simply so called, since they consider man 
in the nature in which he was created ; but you subject man as 
a sinner to the grace with which mercy is conjoined, and pre- 
suppose sin in him? the first opinion, however, subordinates 
sin to him: both of which cannot happen together. Therefore in 
that you seem to assent to my view, because you do not attri- 
bute election to mercy, except as a man is considered as miser- 
able ; and the preparation for punishment you do not ascribe 
to justice, except as man is considered as a sinner. You reply 
that if grace is laid down as the genus, mercy is not excluded 
as tho species ; and if mercy is laid down as the species, grace 
is not excluded as the genus. I allowit; but I say, first, that 
graco cannot bo laid down as tho gonus ; for graco as a gonus 
cannot bo put as tho cause of an act,—I mean, of a particu- 
lu nol, puch ws is prodostinution. Noxt, (hut hove the rolution 
of graco and mercy is other than that of genus and species : 
for thoy aro spokon of distinctively, as difforont specios of 


grace; ‘ grace” being called by the name of its gonus, as | 


being the grace which regards man as mado; ‘mercy ” ob- 
taining its name from its object, as being the grace which 
regards man as a sinner and miserable. If man is said to be 


predestinated according to the former, this latter cannot have — 


place: if according to the latter,—namely, mercy,—then it is 
certain that the former had no place ; otherwise there would 
havo been no need of this. From both conjoined, predestina- 
tion cannot be said to have been made. Wherefore I have 
~ eoncluded rightly, taking the one away from the considera- 
tion of the other species. Jf man is to bo exalted from his 
upright nature to supernatural glory, it is by grace taken 
simply and as it is contradistinguished from mercy : if from 
his corrupt nature, it is the proper work of grace conjoined 
with mercy, that is, of mercy. . Graco taken simply and as 
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opposed to morey this latter cannot be; mercy is not neces: 
sary to that. But predestination is from such grace as both 


. can offoct bain pice ; 
“to effect aie 1s proposed by predostination, and is necessary 


I have written copulativel 7 
y about the passed by and th 
reprobated, because they are one in subject. But not FS ‘ 
po I allow, and have expressed this when I said, In these 
olone,—that is, the reprobated, that is, the damned, not the 


_ passed by,—you have made mention of justice. In my Second 


Proposition, indeed, I have signified that there i ‘ati 
preterition, and another of predamnation, which bhapainee 
called ‘‘ reprobation,” according to the intention of those to 
whom I have ascribed the second opinion. The homon 
ue eruer explained in the second Answer came 
ame removed from m E 
Pacer are 27 gintin who have used that word everywhere 
From what follows it is plainly apparent t i 
the authors of the first opiate = you ee fee 
tion is from justice, but that preterition or reprobation is with 
justice indeed, but not from justice: but the authors of the 
first opinion ascribe the cause of justice, howsoever taken 
whether synecdochically, or properly, or catachrestically to 
justico 7 that is, thoy affirm that both proterition and pre 
damnation are from justico. But how is cloction and 
protorition tho work of m freo will, but damnation of a 
necessary will, from God’s justice ? Hitherto I havo supposed 
with our own thoologians, that tho wholoof thisdocroo was ingti- 
tuted by the perfectly free will of God, and the same opinion 
seems to me still to be true, according to the saying, “I will . 
have mercy on whom I will have mercy;” and, “ On whom He 
will He hath mercy, and whom He will He hardencth;” 


_ (Rom. ix. 15, 18;) God performing both acts with equal 


freedom. For if it is necessary that God should be willing to 
punish sin, how is it that He does not punish it in all sinners? 


‘ If He punishes it in some, but not in others, how does it 


belong ‘to necessary will? for who does not ascribe that 
distinction between persons equally deserving punishment to 
the free will of God? Let justice demand punishment on 
account of sin, but equally upon all sinners without distinction: 
if there is. discrimination, it is from the free will of ous 
demanding punishment on these, but pardoning sin to those. 
‘‘ But it was necessary that it should be punished at least in 
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‘gomo.” If I deny such necessity aftor the satisfaction of 
Christ, how willit bo proved ? I know that Thomas [Aquinas] 
and others of the Schoolmen say that the ratio of the Divine 

~ goodnoss and providence requires that some be chosen to life, 
Whilub obhors avo pormittod to rush into sin, and thenco into 
the punishment of eternal death: but that it is free for God 

Ao docroo to whom Io wills life to accrue, and to whom doath. 
But it seems to me that their reasons can bo refuted out of 
thoso vory things which clsowhere they say about the prico 

of our redemption being paid by Christ. Tor they affirm 
that that price is sufficient for the sins of all: but if the 
necessity of Divine justice requires that some sinners bo 
damned, then that price is not sufficient for all. For the 
justice of Him who ‘teceives that price demands necessarily 
that some should be without redemption: it was offered there- 
foro on that condition by the offeror, that there should always 
romain to the necessity of justice its own satisfaction, to be 
demanded from elsewhere, and to be rendered by others. Nor 
let any one suppose that this last dictwin of the Schoolmen 

- (which by the bye they have borrowed from the Fathers) is to 
be rejected : for it could be proved by plain and express testi- 

- monies of Scripture, if there were need. 

Now Ict us come to my second argument: it wasthis. The 

opinion according to which God is made to be necessarily the 
author of sin, ought to bo ropudiated by all Christinns, nay, 
and by all men: for no mortal thinks Him to be bad whom Ele 
estecms as God: But according to the opinion of Calvin and 

~ Beza God is made to bo necessarily the author of sin: Therefore 
it is to bo repudiated. The proof of the minor appears in these 
their words, in which they say, that “ God ordained that man 
should fall and become sinful, in order that He might in. this 
manner open the way for His eternal counsels.” For he who 
ordains that man shall fall and sin, he is the author of sin. 

This argument of mine is firm, and unshaken by your reply. 

For the word “ordain” is indecd an equivocal one ; for it 
properly signifies to arrange a certain order in deeds, and in 
each affair according to its own mode ; in which meaning it is 
almost always used by the Schoolmen. . But it is also some- 
times taken for simply and absolutely decreeing a deed by a 

determining will. “But what then? Because I have used that 

word which is equivocal and variously applied, have I there-. 
fore committed an equivocation? I think not; unless it be 
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ass that I have used that word in various moanings in | 
tho course of my roasoning. Othorwiso a sound argument 


. would be most rare,.since on account of the multitude of things 


and the want of words very frequently wo aro forced to uso 
words having divord moanings, Bulibis called « oquivocation " 
When any word is used one way and another in the samo argu- 
“mont. But I in my proposition and assumption havo taken 


that word in the same sense, and so I free my argumentation ~ 
from equivocation. I say that this is clear from the argument ; 


itself. For by that addition, “that man should full,” thoy 
signify that the word “‘ ordain ” is everywhere taken for “ de- 
creeing things done simply,” or rathor for decreeing simply 


things to be done: but that it cannot be taken, on account of E 


that same addition, for decrecing the order of things done. 

Now let us put the syllogism in a few words, that we may 
be able to compare your answer on the opposite sido. 

“He who ordained that man should fall, and become wicked, 
is the author of the fall and sin: . 

God ordained that man should fall, and become wicked: — 

Therefore God is the author of sin.” 

You deny the proposition, if the word “ordain ” is taken for. 
arranging the order in things done. You deny the assumption 
if tho samo word is used for simply dcercoing things dono or 
to be done. And rightly too: I quite agreo with you in that. 
But what if the samo word in tho proposition signilios to doeree 
simply things done or to be done? ‘Then truly, even by your 
own confession, the proposition will be true. Otherwiso vain — 
is tho distinction of the word, if the proposition bo false in 
whatever way the word be taken. But the word in that pro- 
position istaken for simply decrecing things tobe done, in order 
that they may be done ; as the words themselves declare: “Ho 
who ordained that man should fall.’ Now the assumption,: 
you say, is false, if the word is used in the same. meaning as 
in the proposition; and so the conclusion does not follow. I 
answer that we are not inquiring whether the assumption is 
true or not, if the word “ ordain” is used for decreeing things - 
to be done ; but whether they to whom I have attributed the-. 
first opinion say so. But if they say this, and if that 
proposition be true, then it follows from their doctrine, as you 
also agree with me, that God is the author of sin. For you 
confess that he is the author of sin who ordains that sin be 


committed, the will simply decreeing and determining. But 
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| Galvin and Boza say that in plain and unmistakeable words,— 
| wordy which require no oxplanation, and inno wiso admit that 
| explanation of the word ‘ ordain” which you call and acknow- 
lodgo to bo the proper one. I should like, however, to bo 
taught how the necessity of sin being done can depend on ee 
| ordination and deerce of God otherwise than by the mode o 
| causo whether efficient or deficient : which latter is ee to 
| an oflicient, when the oflicioney of tho doficiont ig nOcosSATY 2 
) avoid sin. Beza himsclf confesses it to be incomprchensible 
} how God can bo free from blamo, and man oxposod to Space 
} if man has fallen by tho ordination of God and nocessarily, 
|} ‘Yhis thoroforo was. to bo dono: thoir opinion wis to bo 
| freed from the consequence of that absurdity which I by 7 
| argumentation fix upon it. But it was not necessary to : 
taught how God may have ordained sin, and that an is os 
| truly the author of sin. Tor I assent to you on bot ait ys 3 
| as wollin tho explanation of that order, as in that,—t a A od 
| ig not the author of sin. Moreover Calvin himself i ozo 
) openly deny that God is the author of gin, although t oy i 
? such a definition of the ordination of sin as we have “ : es 
| they do not show at the same time how these two ae on A 
‘can agree together. Wherefore I should wish it i bes ae 
| plainly and porspicuously thit God is not brought m ie i 
Vauthor of sin from that ordination; or that tho OTe tale 
| altorod, since it is a Beundal to many, niy, W CUUBO Jor cea 
} socoding from us, for a very great number not fae ee 
| golvos to us. But Iam quito willing to bohovo tha ee a 
} sec that consequence, but would rather free the Sere be 
those men from tho Ray take GHA, Fieacinde thot oy 
} a suitable interpretation than lx tha Pena AL 

| i rtainly is the part of candour and specie : 
' ode re of io no purpose, because tho “ gloss,” 28 ad ays 
| is contrary to tho text, as % ms rk one wh 

i mpares it with the gloss. 

i Beak Guin qusetions which you set before yourself 
ei @ mo no trouble, since the matter is thus explained. 
| is rejoice, however, in your leet and ci tag en 
| ose questions. But I would ask, in oppositl 
Bvinion of Calvin and Beza: How can these : ate in 
| will be called its own and free, when the act 0 


| been so deter 


i i ’s decree? ‘Then . 
mined to one thing by God’s 7 
again: Why did God endue man with a will, whose liberty 
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Ile was unwilling that ho should use or enjoy by hig own act? 
For those quostions must nocosgaril y bo solyod by thogo 


tuthorg, unloss they are willing to leave their opinion undo- - 


fended. It is therefore clear from this that my argumentation 


is not wrong, but remains firm and unmoved, because all that 
you have adduced is beside my argument, which, so far as my 
intention went, did not imply that God is the author of sin, 
(far from mo bo ovon tho thought of that ubominable 
blasphemy !) but that from the opinion of Calvin and Boza 
that nocossarily follows: which agsortion, I say with confidonco, 


_ cannot be confuted by you; nor could be confuted at all, 


sinco you uso tho word “ordain” in w difforonb souso to whut 


they do, and in that sense according to which, if God be said 


to have ordained sin, nothing less can be concluded than that 


_ God is the author of sin. 


I said moreover that the opinion of Calvin and Beza, in 
which they allege that God ordained that man should fall and 
bocome wicked, cannot be excused from constituting God the 
author of sin, by the distinctions of act and wickednegs in 
act,” of “necessity and force,” of “decree and execution,” of 
“‘an efficacious and a permissive decree,” as this is explained 
by the authors of that opinion in conformity with their own” 
sentiments; neither by “the divorgo rospect of tho Divino 
decree and of human nature or man,” nor by “ tho addition 
of tho ond,” namoly, that all that ordination is carriod out for 
the illustration of God’s glory. You seem to me, reverend 
Sir, not to have perccived to what ond I adduced thogo things: 


for I did not wish to bring forward any new argumentation , 


against the first opinion, but to strengthen my foregoing 
objection by the refutation of those solutions which the 
defenders of that first opinion are accustomed to put forth, 
against the objection which I have fixed on their doctrino, that 


God is thereby made to be the author of sin. For they, in — 


order to repel that reproach from their opinion, never make 
that answer which is offered by you: for, if they did that, 
they must necessarily retreat from their opinion, which is 
entirely changed, if the word “ordain,” which they use, 
signifies not to decree sin to be committed, but to appoint the 
order in the deed, as you explain the term. But, in order to 
show that it does not follow from their opinion that God is 
the author of sin, they adduce just what I have cited and 
diligently gleaned from their own writings; which of course 
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| had to be done by me before I could fix that reproach upon 
| their opinion. For if I could have found any explanation of © 
| that opinion, any distinction by which that opinion could havo | 
| been excused from such a reproach, it would have been a 


| matter of conscience with me not to charge that opinion with 


} such a consequence. ' 

Your distinction of the word “ordain” takes away the 
| difficulty, indecd, but in such manner as to take away at 
one and the same time the opinion from which I have proved 
it to follow. Grant that the authors of the first opinion say 
| that God ordained sin in no other sense than that in which 
} you have taught that that word is properly to be accepted, 
} and I shall have obtained what I wish, and will allow that 
there ig no need of those distinctions to excuse such an 


{ opinion. Why so? Because the word “ordain” taken in © 


your sense presupposes the perpetration. of sin ; according to 
their scnse it precedes and brings in the perpetration of gin : 
} for “ God ordained that man should fall and become sinful ;’’ 
+} not that from fallen and sinful man He should make what the 
: order of Divine wisdom, goodness, and justice might demand. 
There is therefore no wandering beyond the lines here. 
i You say that all those distinctions belong rather in common 
} to tho question of providenco: thorefore the ordaining of ain 

also belongs in general to providence. But if the authors of 
tho firsi opinion liwyo ascribed tho ordination of sin to 
] Divine predestination, what wonder that those distinctions 
} also aro adduced to tho samo effect? Tere, then, no blame 
4} can bo imputed to mo, for making montion of those distine- 
} tions. On the contrary, I should have done wrong if, omitting 
1 those distinctions, I had fixed this reproach upon their 
) opinion, which they are accustomed by those distinctions to 
free from that objection. 

Since, however, you have not by your explanation freed 
their opinion from the fault with which it is charged, and 
since I have said that those distinctions avail nothing for the 
excuse and defence of the opinion, it will not be useless if I 
prove this in a few words, not for the sake of you, who think 
otherwise about the ordination of sin, but for the sake of 
those who hold that first opinion, because they think it ean be 

1] defended by these distinctions. 

They use the first distinction thus: “ In sin there are two 
things, the act and ithe criminality. God is the 


author of the — 
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act by His own ordination, not of the criminality in the act.” _ 
I will consider the distinction in the first place, then the 
answer from it. That distinction ig indeed a common one, 


~ and seems to bear with it some show of truth: but to any one 


_who examines it more carefully the falsity of good part of it 
will be easily apparent, For the general proposition is not 
applicable to all sin universally., In the first place, all sing 
perpetrated against forbidding laws, which are called “ sins of 
commission,” have respect to this distinction. For the acts 
themselves are forbidden by law; and therefore the acts 
themselves, if they be committed, are sing. For it is the 
formal ratio of sin, that it is committed against law. It is 
true that that act, as it is an act, is not a sin, if the law were 
not laid down for it, but then neither is it an act that hag 
criminality. Let the law be absent, the act is naturally good: 
enact a law, the act itself is bad, as being forbidden, not 
something in the act which may bo called “lawlessness” or 
criminality. I will make the matter plain by an example. 
The eating of the forbidden fruit, if it had been left to man’s 
decision, as regards law, would by no means haye been a sin, 
nor part of a sin, nor anything in a sin: but the same act, 


when forbidden by law, cannot but be a sin, if it be committed ; 


the act itself, I say, not anything in tho act which may bo 
called by the name of “ sinfulness.” Tor that act became 
simply unlawful by tho onactmont of tho law. 

{ shall havo finished the matter in a word, when I have 
asked that the sinfulnoss in that act, distinguished from the act 
itself, be demonstrated to me. But that distinction has placo 
in the acts which are committed according to preceptive law, | 
but not with due.mode, order, and end. Thus he who gives 
alms in order to. be praised, does a good act badly; and there 
isin his deed an act, and sinfulness of act, in relation to which 
that act is called a sin. Butthe sin which man committed at- 


~ the beginning according to God’s ordination was a sin of com- 


mission; therefore foreign to that distinction. This founda- 
tion being overthrown, the answer itself based on that 
distinction is overthrown also. But come, let us look at that 
too. God, they say, is by His ordination the author of the 
act, not of the sinfulness, Nay, I say, that God ordained that 


~ act, not as it is an act, but as it is sinful. 
_. For He ordained that the glory of mercy and justice should 


be illustrated by it,—of mercy, I say, pardoning, and of 
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é justico punishing: but it is illustrated not by the act as it is” 
| an act, but as itis asin and a vicious act. For the act as 


such docs not want remission, but only as sinful; nor does the 
| act as such merit punishment, but only as sinful. Thorefore 
| the manifestation of glory by mercy and justice is from an act 
as sinful, not as an act: therefore the ordination which had 
for its end the illustration of that glory was not an act as such, 
“but as sinful, and belonged to sin as sin and “ lawlessness.” 
That distinction, then, is useless for refuting the objection 


| which I have fastened upon that opinion. I add this further, 


to throw light on the matter: If God efficaciously determines 
the will to the material of sin, or to wicked objects, although 
Tlo may bo said not to dotormino the will to will ovil under 
the guise of evil, yet is He constituted the author of sin; be- 
causo neither doog man will evil under tho guiso of evil, nor 
does tho devil solicit to evil under the form of evil, but undor 
tho form of something delightful ; and yet he is said simply to 
‘‘load into” ovil. 

Tho second distinction is of necessity and-compulsion. They 
| uso it thus :—If God’s decree, by which He ordained that man 
) should fall, should force man to sin, then certainly God by that 

deerce would be the author of sin, and man would be free from 
-plamo: but that decree docs not foreo man, only imposes ne- 
| cossity, so that ho cannot not sin ; which nocossily dues not 
) Anko awny hin liborty : thoroforo man, since ho sing frooly, tho 
docroo having effect, is the cause of his own fall, God being 
without blamo. Lot us consider tho distinction and ibs UH0. 

Necessity and compulsion differ as genus and species., lor 
necessity also comprehends compulsion under it. And neces- 
sity is twofold, the one from internal, the other from external 
cause; the one natural, the other violent. Necessity from an 
external cause is also termed violent compulsion, whether it be 
done against nature, or against the will; as when a stone-is 
projected into the air, and when the stronger misuses the hand 
of the weaker to strike another. The other is called by the 
general name of necessity, but contracted to a special mean- 
jing. There is therefore some agreement between these two 
‘species, as far as they partake of the game genus; and some 
discrepancy, as each kind has its own proper form. But 
‘whether they differ to that extent, that compulsion alone is 
contrary to liberty, not that other necessity ; and that he who 
forces to sin is the cause of sin, not he who necessitates with- 
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out compulsion ; that is the point now to bo considered: for 

this is what they aflirm who make use of that distinction. 

_ First, of liberty. It is opposed directly to nocessity in gone- 

ral, as well natural as compulsive: for both kinds induce inevit- 

ability. of act, which inevitability takes away liberty. For the 

cause acts freely which can suspend an act. Some say that 

liberty consists very well with natural necessity, citing the ex- 

ample of God, who both by nature and liberty is good. Fine 

talk! To discuss whether God is freely good, is not far removed ° 


_ from blasphemy. God’s goodness is natural and innate to 


Him, and without it God cannot be: it does not thercfore exist’ 
in Him freely.* I know that a certain liberty is called that “ of 
complaconcy” by tho Schoolmen, but contrary to tho vory 
nature and definition of liberty. : 
Now about sin. The cause of sin is ho who unecossitatos to 
sin, by whatsoever act of necessitation, whether external or 
Internal ; whether by internal suasion, motion, leading, which 
the will necessarily obeys ; or by the use of oxternal vivlence, 
which the will has no power to resist, though it may wish to 
do so; although then that future act would not be voluntary. 
Nay, he sins more heavily who uses the former act than he 
who uses the latter : for the one does this that the will of the 
creature may consent to sin, the other by no means ; although 
that consent belong not to the will as it has reference to the 


“anode of a froo will, but as it oxinty an nature; by whiok mode 


alone God can so move the will that it is moved necessarily, 
that is, cannob bub bo moved. And in that way tho will, as 
nature consenting to sin, is free from fault: for sin, as sin, 
procecds from a will free, and tending towards its object ac- 
cording to the measure ofits-freedom. Tor the law is enacted, 
not for nature, but for will; not for will as it exists according 
to the mode of nature, but according to the mode of a free 
will. This vain distinction, then, is inefficacious to’ free 
that first opinion from the criminality charged upon it. 

If any one wishes to maintain more obstinately that one and 
the same act can be committed freely and necessarily, in 
different respects ;—namely, in respect of the first cause or- 
daining, necessarily ; but in respect of the second cause, freely 


- and contingently ;—let him know that contingency and neces- 


sity differ, not in respects, but in their entire essences, and 
* That is, it is not an attribute that may be brought into play occasionally, but 
one Which is-always in operation, exactly the same as justice. —W. N, 
VOL. II. a : 
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| divide the whole amplitude of being, and therefore they cannot 
coincide. ‘That is necessary which cannot but be done ; that is - 
| done contingently which may not be done. Observo these con- 
| tradictory points, which can in nomanner be attributed to the 
} same act. The will freely tends to its own object, when it has 
/ not been determined by a superior power to ono part: but 
/ when that determining is effected by some decrce of God, it 
{ can no longer be said to tend freely towards its object ; for now 


| the principle of its act is not possessed of lordship and power. | 


} ‘But the bones of Christ,” (for they adduce this example,) 
) * were theynotof sucha nature that they might be broken ? and 
} yet they could not be broken on account of God’s decree.” I 
| reply, if the determination were taken away, they could have 
} been broken: but when it was appointed by God’s decree, they 
| could not be broken at all: that is, it was necessary, not con- 
) tingent, that they should remain whole. ‘“‘Thon did God 
| change the nature of the bones?” » There was no need. He 
) only prevented the act of breaking from being used upon 


bones naturally fragile, which act could, nay, would have | 


been used, unless God had prevented it by His decree and the 
} act from that decree. For already the Lord had breathed 
' out His lifo when the soldiers came to the cross for the pur- 
) pose of breaking the legs ; and the leg-breaking was then 
| uscd for tho sake of hastening death. Lest I should be too 
) prolix, I will not refuto all objections: but I am porsuadod 
that all of theso which have been put forward can be refuted. 
The third distinction is of the deerce and its execution. This 
| they mako use of thus: “Although God may have decreed 
} from otcrnity to doom somo men to death, and, in order that 
| this might be, may have ordained that they should fall into 
sin; yet He does not execute that decree of His by actually 
damning them, except after the men themselves have become 
wicked by their own fault; and therefore He is free from 
blame.” I answer, that the execution following upon sin does 
not excuse from blame Him who by His own decree ordained 
that sin should be committed, which He might afterwards 
punish. Nay, He who decreed and ordained that sin should 
be committed, cannot with justice punish sin when perpe- 
trated: for He cannot be the avenger of a thing done, of 
which He was the ordainer that it should be done: He can- 
not be the ordainer of the punishment, who was the ordainer 


of the crime. And rightly does Augustine say, “God can — 
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ordain the punishment of crimes, but not the crimes them- 
Selves; not ordain them, that is, to be committed. And I 


have already shown that man does not become wicked by his 


‘own fault, if God has ordained that he should fall and become 
— wicked, 


The fourth distinction is of an efficacious and a permissive 
decree : which distinction, rightly explained, will take. away . 
all difficulty, and will also clear away the opinion by which ~ 


God is said to have ordained sin to be committed. But the 


authors of the first opinion endeavour to establish that opin- 
1on of theirs by a permissive decree.* For they say that God 
does not cause, but decree and ordain sin; they say that it is 
not done by an efficacious decree, but ordained by a permis- 


_ sive decree: but they so explain the permissive decree that it 


coincides with the efficacious. For they interpret permission 
to be the action of the Divine will by which He does not give 
to a rational creature that grace which is necessary for the 
avoidance of sin. This action, conjoined with the laying down 
of law, comprehends the full cause of sin in itself. For 
he who enacts a law impossible to be performed without grace, 
and denies grace to him on whom the law is imposed; he is 
the cause of sin by means of remoying the necessary hinder- 
ance. But of that also hereafter. 

Othorwiso, if the permissive decree be rightly explained, 
it is cortain that ho who docrood to pormit sin is in no way 
the cause of sin: for his will is occupicd about his permis- 
sion, not about sin itself. Nor are these two in agreement: 
God permits sin willingly; and, God wills sin: for in the first 
permission is the object of the will, in the last sin itself. 
Rather it follows on the contrary: God permits sin, therefore 
He does not will sin. For he who wills anything, does not per- 
mitthat very thing: for permission is the sign of a relaxcd will. 
Therefore neither does that distinction excuse the first opinion. 

The fifth distinction is between the ivine Ddecrce and human 
nature ; of which they make this use: “Sin, if you consider 


- the Divine decree, is indeed necessarily committed ; but if you 


regard human nature as equally free and flexible to either 
side, it is committed contingently and freely; and therefore: 
oll blame is to be assigned to it ag the proximate cause.” Of 


* It is perhaps unnecessary to note, that Arminius here intends no reference, 
not even a prophetic one, to the “Permissive Bill,” of which occasionally we 
moderns hear so much.—W. N, 
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| this wo havo already treated in the sccond distinction, and 
| have sufficiently refuted it. 
| But they also use the same distinction otherwise, by the 
| diverse regard of the ends which God has in view by His 
| decroe, and which man has in view when sinning. or God, 
| they say, by His deerce intends to illustrate is own glory ; 
| but man, to satisfy his appetite: and although man docs the 
} very thing which has been divinely decreed, yet he does not 
} do it because it is decreed, but because his will so determines. 
| I answer, Firstly, that a good end docs not commend, or 
mako good, an action unlawful in itself: for evil is not to bo 
} done in order that good may come out of it. But it is evil to 
| ordain sin to be done. Secondly, that this also is by God’s 
| decree, that man dogs what God has forbidden, in order to 
| satisfy his appetite; and that therefore man is excused from 
/ blame. Thirdly, although the fulfilment of the Divine deerce 
1 be not the end which moves man to sin, yet there is the same 
| cause for it as that which makes man sin bya gentle, silent, and 
imperceptible, yet eflicacious, motion ; or rather, makes him 


( perform that act which God has decrecd should be done, 


‘which then in respect of man cannot be called sin. 

The last excuse is from the adiition of the end; which thoy 
| use in this way: ‘“‘We are accustomed to propound this decree 
| of God, uot thus, that God has determined to assign some 
/ men to cternal death and condemnation; but we add,—in 
) order that His justice may be illustrated, to the glory of His 


| name.” I answer, that that addition does not deny what has . 


} been laid down; (for it is strengthened by the rendering of a 
“cause ;) and that the addition of an end, even the best, does 
| not justify an action which in itself formally may not be good ; 
which algo was said before. From these things therefore it 
appears that those excuses are frivolous, nor can avail to 
defend the opinion which holds that God ordained that man 
should fall:and become wicked, in order so to open the way 
for Himself to the execution of the decree which from eternity 
He concluded and set before Himself concerning illustrating 


| Tlis glory by mercy and justice. 


If any one thinks that any other distinction or explanation — 


ean be adduced, by which that opinion may be excused and 
defended, that shall be done with iny most hoarty goodwill, 

| But let him sce that he do not alter the opimion, or add any- 
thing to the opinion itself in no way agreeable thereto. 
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You object to yourself, near the end of the [sixth] answer: 
“ Therefore the judgments of God depend on contingency, 


' __and are founded on contingents, if they have regard to man 


as a sinner and to his sin.” Which objection—because it also 
makes against my opinion, by which I hold that sin must bo 
fore-appointed in the object of God’s decree—must be consi- 
dored more attontivoly by mo, It is vory plain from tho 
Scriptures that many judgments of God are founded on sin, 
which yet cannot be said to depend on sin. For it is one 
thing to appoint sin as the object and occasion of Divine 
judgments; another thing to make it the cause of them. The 
judgment which God makes about sin He makes freely; nor 
does it depend on sin; for Ile might suspend it, He might 


substitute another thing in its place: but yet it is founded on — 
- sin, because He could not so judge without sin. ‘“ But sin is 


contingent, or done contingently : Therefore God’s judgments 
are founded on contingents.” I deny the consequent: for 
God’s judgments are founded on sin, not as dono contin- 
gently, but as certainly and infallibly foreseen by God. God’s 
vision, or sight, then, intervenes botween gin and judgment: 
wherefore judgment is founded on His certain and infallible 
vision. Then again, what is, so far as it is, is necessary. 
But God’s judgments are founded on sin already done and 
oxisting. But in your solution I should like it to be explained 
to me how those things which are contingent depend on 
God’s ordination, whether as to the rise or as to the act; the ~ 
word ‘“‘ordination” being taken for decreeing things that 
must be done, not for fixing the order in things done: for so 
that word is to be taken in this place. For, although God 
may have appointed a contingent mode in nature, yet it does 
not follow therefrom that contingents themselves take their 
rige from God’s ordination.. For a free cause, and one that 
is mistress of its own act, can at will suspend or produce a 
contingent action; so also of the act. Wherefore I do not 
understand that either, how contingents, which are such be- 
cause God appointed the contingent mode in nature, are not 
contingents to God. Sin is inno mode, in no respect, neces- 
sary: therefore sin also is contingent to God; that is, is 
considered by God as done contingently, although with certain 
and infallible perception, on account of the infinity of the 


Divine knowledge. Nor are these identical, for anything to 


be contingent on a higher cause, and for something truly 
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contingont on a highor cause to be considored as contingont. 
For it is known that nothing happens, nothing is contingent 
to God: for Ho is immutablo, Ilo is most simplo,* Ifo is Tis 
Own entity and essence. But God’s knowledge considers 
things as they are, though by a perception which far sur- 
passes the nature of all things. 


THE SEVENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


T wi. not now bring forward other reasons why that opinion 
does not satisfy me, because I sce that you treat that dogma 
jin another mode and point of view. . Wherefore, I will pro- 
jeoed to the opinion of Thomas [Aquinas], to which, as I 
supposo, you have given your assent, and have produced pas- 
sages from the Scriptures in support of it; and I will point 
out clearly what I desire in it. Which liberty I should beg 
that you would not take amiss, were I not better informed as 
to the sincerity of your intention. 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE SEVENTII PROPOSITION. 


I suoutp indecd have preferred that the other reasons, what- 

ever they may be, were brought forward, rather than kept in 
}silence, in order that, if possible, I might finish the whole 
matter by the same labour: for I desire that my judgment 
should be ovident to you without any dissimulation, and that 
enough should be done to mect your expectation. Nevertho- 
less, from what we have already said, and are about to Bay 
hereafter, I hope that you, in virtue of your sagacity, will 
see either what judgment I entertain respecting those reasons, 
or what part of our opinion it is in which your mind can 
acquiesce,—which the Lord grant! The opinion of Thomas 
[Aquinas] I join to another one: I do not follow it. But 
what I set forth in this argument out of God’s word, and how, 
and what I think wanting in that opinion, I will, running 
through the words of your writing in the same order, explain 
briefly and in few sentences, if it please God. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
SEVENTH PROPOSITION. 

Ir I thought that you supposed that first opinion, as it is 

explained by its authors themselves, to be agreeable to Scrip- 


et . = qa - 9F 
* Simplicissimus, “uncompounded,” as distinguished from “ complex,’’ or 
* compounded,’’—W. N. 
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turo, I should by cvory moans endoavour to uproot that 
supposition from your mind, But Isce that you so explain 
that opinion as to chango it groally: whonco I porsuado 
myself that you do not consider it to be at all in agreement 
with Scripture, except it be understood according to that 
interpretation of yours. And, my brother, allow me by your 
good leave to repeat this, that by all your answer you have 
not yet freed that opinion from my objection. For my asser- 
tion remains unshaken, that ‘‘ God is made to be the author 
of sin, if Ile be said to have ordained that man should fall 
and become wicked, in order to open for Himself a way to 


‘declare His glory in that manner which He had already by 


an eternal decree appointed.” Lest, however, any ono should 
think that promise of mine to have been a vain one, see, I will 
attempt to refute by other arguments also that opinion which 
offers man not yet created or to be created as an object for 
God predestinating. eal 

I have used two arguments for its confutation. One is @ 
priori; the other, & posteriori, or from the absurd consequent. 
This was from the former :—Because predestination is the will 


of God for illustrating His glory by mercy and justice ; but that — 


will has no place in one not yet made or to be made. This 
was the argument @ posteriori, or from theabsurd consequont :— 
IfGod ordained thatman should fall and become wicked, in order 
that a2 way might be opened for carrying out His will; 


then it follows that He is the author of sin by that ordina- 


tion. About those points there has already been enough discus- 
sion: I will adduce a third argument :—Predestination is a 
part of the Providence which administers and governs the 
human race; therefore is later in nature than tho ‘act of creation 
or the purpose to create.. If posterior to the act of creation 
or the purpose to create man, then man, considered as not 
yet made, is not the object of predestination. _ 
I will add a fourth argument :—Predestination is the pre 
paration of supernatural blessings: therefore the communica- 


tion of natural blessings precedes, and on that account so does 


creation in nature, whether actually or in God’s decree. 

Let a fifth be adduced :—The illustration of God’s wisdom 
by creation is prior to the illustration of God’s wisdom which 
is the administration of predestination. (1 Cor. i. 21.) There- 
fore creation is prior to predestination in God’s purpose. If 
creation is prior, then man must be considered by the predes- 
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tinator as cxisting, not as about to bo made. So also of 
- goodness and merey; of which the former was illustrated in 
ercation, with reference to nothing,—the latter in predestina- 
tion, with reference to what is later than nothing. 

To this end also might all the arguments be adduced, by 
which it is proved that “‘sin is a condition required in the 
_ object of predestination.” j 


THE EIGHTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


I will therefore consider three things in that opinion. 1. 
Whether God from eternity elected, out of men considered in 
‘pure naturals,” some to supernatural felicity and glory ; 
did not elect, but passed by, others. 2. Whether God prepared 
for those whom Heelected—that is, for men who were to bo 
elevated from nature above nature, and to be transmitted to a 
participation of Divine things according to the purpose of 
election—those means which are necessary, suflicient, and 
efficacious to obtain supernatural felicity; but passed by others, 
that is, determined not to bestow upon them those means, but to 
leave them in their own nature. 8. Whether God, foresecing 
that those who were passed by would fall into sin, reprobated 
them, that is, decreed to inflict on them cternal punishment. 


ANSWER Ol JUNIUS LO WIL KIGIUTI PROPOSITION. 

Tawe Uhin thon be our line bo which wo shall roour i what 
follows. If any say, ‘in pure naturals,” thoy do not exclude 
— gupornaturals, which God bestowed on Adum, but uso the term 
in opposition to sin, (which supervened afterwards,) and to 
corrupt naturals. Those who take these words otherwise scem 
to me to be deccived by the diversity of reference. But the 
word ‘‘ reprobate” was here put, as we before observed, in the 


third signification, which we said was catachrestical. But of — 


that enough. Let us come to those passages in order, 


OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO TUE 
EIGHTIL PROPOSITION. 
Invr ‘pure naturals” in opposition as well to supernaturals 
as to sin and corrupt naturals, for I supposed them to be so 
called to the oxclusion of the latter: nor wrongly, whether we 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, 


consider the force of the words themselves, or their use among | 


the Schoolmen. And pure naturals have reference to super- 
naturals, which they exclude, as surpassing purity; and to sin 
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and corruption, which in like manner they exclude, ag cor- ; 
-rupting purity. Though I may have used the word *‘yepro- 


. bation” according to that sense which your heses and other 


writings employ, yet hereafter I will abstain therefrom, (if I 


~ can remember,) and will make use of the words ‘‘preterition” 


or “non-election”’ instead of it, except when I wish to com- 
prehend both acts synecdochically in one word. I will sub- 
stitute in its place, as it has been used by me, the expression, 
“preparation of punishment,” or “ predamnation.” 


_. THE NINTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


In the first question I do not call into doubt whether God 
from eternity has elected some men to salvation, and notelected 
others, but passed them by: for that I think to be certain 
from the plain words of Scripture. ButI lay emphasis on the 
subject of election and non-election ; whether God, in electing 


‘and non-electing, dealt with men considered in pure naturals. 


This hitherto I have not been able to accept as true. 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE NINTH PROPOSITION. 


We havesaidin the Sixth Proposition, that, although the mado 
of contemplating man can and ought to be distinguished 
recording to difforont rognrds or rolations, yot tho wuthors of 
tho first opinion hold that man was considered by God in tho 
gonoral in tho matlor of oloction wud roprobations that the 
authors of the second opinion did not univorsally oxcludo that 
“in tho genoral,” that particular relation boing added thereto ; 
but they only had that meaning, that the contemplation of 
supervenient sin hasnothing to do with the cause of electionand 
reprobation ; just as the Apostle says, “ Before they had done 
good or evil;’? (Rom. ix. 11;) and hence that those words “in 
pure naturals”? exclude nothing else in the case of election but 
the reference to sin which supervenes afterwards. If this be 
well observed, the latter statement of the question will not | 
properly be opposed to the former. For he who holds that 
man not yet made, not yet fallen, and fallen, had been con- 
sidered by God in the cause of election and reprobation, cer- 
tainly makes both the latter and the former assertions. The 


. question therefore properly is not this, whether God in electing 


and passing by or reprobating was dealing with men in pure 
naturals, that is, without contemplation of sin simply as sin: 
but this would be the only question, whether He dealt with 
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| men in this matter without any contemplation of sin as a 


cause. We deny this, and deny it on the Lord’s authority. 
Nor did Augustine himself, to whom the third opinion is 
ascribed, intend any otherwise, as he has explained most 
copiously in book i. of tho ‘ Questions to Simplicianus:”* for 
-asto what is said about Jacob and Esau, either the same must 
_be understood in the case of Adam and Eve also, or the 

ratio of election and reprobation will be different ; which cer- 
tainly is absurd. 

We plainly lay down, therefore, by the same argument, that, 
before Adam and Eye had been produced, and had done any 
good or evil, God’s election had already existed according to 
the purpose of grace ; which election would have preceded both 
porsons, andall causes arising from persons or placed in persons. 
And that this is most true is confirmed by authority, reason, 
and example. By authority: Rom. ix.; Eph.i.; and else- 
where. By reason: for, 1. Election was made in Christ, not 
in the creatures, or by any condition, or on account of any con- 
dition of them. 2. It is confessed by all, (as you yourself 
afterwards partly acknowledge, though in a different sense,) 

that predestination and reprobation suppose nothing .in the 
predestinated or reprobated, but solely in tho predestinator : 
asthe apostle affirms, Rom. ix. 11: ‘Not of works, hut of Him 
that calloth,” &e.: and as Augustino on the same place ox: 
pounds most clonrly, toaching that noithor works, nor faith, 
nor will, forescen, exist in the case, according to the Apostlo’s 
course of reasoning. The procreation of the son in naturo 
depends on the parent solely: much more docs tho adoption 
~ of Ifis sons depend only on God Timself, not on any futuro 
contemplation of them. are 

Lastly, the example of the angels proves the same thing; of 
svhom these are called the elect, those are the non-elect. And of 
thom indeed the elect were chosen without consideration of 
their works; but the non-elect, passed by, or reprobate, were 
non-elect, &c., without consideration of works. For, as Augustino 
_. argues very well in the same place about men themselves, “ i, 

 Decause God foreknew that Esau’s works would be evil, He 
therefore predestinated him, that he should serve tho lesser, 
then Ho on that account predestinated Jacob also, that the 
greater should serve him, because He foreknew that his works 
would be good: and, ifso, what [the Apostle] says is false, ‘ Not 


* De diversis Quastionibus ad Simplicianum, is the full title —W, N. 


IX,] ; CONVERENCE WITT JUNTUS, Ok 


of works.’”” The same reasoning, indeed, applies to the angels, 
lor God guarded against the possible misery (so to speak) of the 
one sort by the blessing of election: He did not guard against 
that of the others by the function of passing by or reprobation. 


- But how? Forsooth, by prodestinating the olect angels to the 


adoption of sons, who are called “the sons of God;” (Jobi.; 
il.; XXxvili.;) and by not predestinating the others. God begot 
those sons to Himself not by nature, but by will; which will is 
eternal, and preceded from eternity their existence, which is 
temporal. Whatcan a son contribute to his own begctting ? for 
he is not in being. What can an angel? Ifanangel contributes 
nothing, what can a man? To both Augustine, in the same 
place, certainly with equal right, thunders out that of Paul, 
1 Cor. iv. 7: ‘Who maketh thee to differ? but what hast 
thou which thou hast not received ?” &c. ; 

God, then, had regard to man in general: He did not find 
the cause in man; because the cause of that adoption 


‘ (vioGecias) or begetting of children (textoyovias) takes its rise 


from His own sole will and favour. But if any one say that 
sin is the cause of preterition or reprobation, neither will he 
obtain it thus. For, firstly, that reasoning of Augustine 
remains unshaken which we just now adduced, from the com- 
parison of foreknown works. In the next placo, since all men 
ure equally sinners in the sight of the Lord, one thing must 
havo happonod rospocting all thoso throo,—oithor that all are 
rejected on account of sin, as from a common cause; or that 
sin is pardoned to all; or that the cause is fixed elsewhere 
than in sin, as we hold. Lastly, who can make us to differ, 
unless it bo God according to the purpose of His election ? 
That, therefore, is certain, that God, in the matter of election 


_ and reprobation made from eternity, considered manin general; 


so that He derived the cause of this and of that from Him- 
self, not from man. However, come and let us weigh closely 
the arguments which are here brought forward, although they 
are not properly opposed to this opinion. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
NINTH PROPOSITION. : 

In what mode the authors of the first opinion considered 
man, is, I think, sufficiently clear from the remarks made on 
tho Sixth Proposition. But to me it scarcely seems probable 


that the authors of the second opinion did not exclude that 
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For ho who, 
says that sin supervened on election or preterition originated 
from its own causes, excluding sin not only from the cause of 
election and pretcrition, but also from the subject and tho 
condition therein required,—denies that man was considered 
universally as fallen by the party electing and passing by: 
and if he denies that, he also denies that man was considered in 
‘the general by God when decrceing. Otherwise I accept 
what is said. That sin is not the cause of election or passing 
by, is to be accepted, I think, but understood rightly, as here; 
namely, that sin is not the cause for which God elccts some, 
- and passes by others; only let sin be set down as the cause 
why God can pass by some men made after His own image. 
In the former there is agrcement between us; it is in the 
latter we disagree, if we disagree at all. Wherefore the 
question is not this,—Whether God occupied Himself about 
this decree of His respecting men without consideration of sin 
as a cause,—the cause, I mean, why He should elect these, 
pass by those. For Augustine also confesses this, who yet 
presupposes sin before that decree, as the condition required in 
the object. But this is the question,—Whether sin be the con- 
dition required in the object about which God will bo occupiod 
in clocting and passing by, or not. Asis apparent from tho 
arguinents adduced by-mre; which do not prove that sin is the 
onuno of that dooroo, but that it is tho condition voquirod in 
the object. So Augustine says, and I assent to him therein. 
Lot us look at tho passages. 

In his first book Ad Simplicianum he oxcludes sin from 
being the cause why God clects or reprobates,—includes it as 
the cause why He can pass by and reprobate, or as the condi- 
tion required in the object of election and reprobation. The 
latter I teach in his own words: (the former there is no need 
for me to insist on, for on that point there is agreement 
between us:) ‘God hated not Esau the man, but Esau the 
sinner ;” and alittle after: “ Was Jacob therefore not a sinner, 
because He loved him? But He loved in him not the sin 
which He destroyed, but the grace which. He bestowed,” &e. 
And alittle after: ‘‘For God hatesimpiety: therefore in some 
He punishes it by damnation, in others takes it away by 
justification.” Again: ‘Vor there is from Adam one mass 
of sinners and wicked men, in which both the Jews and the 
heathen, when the grace of God is set on one side, belong to 
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one and the samo gathering.” If you say that Augustine 
was treating not of preterition but of predamnation, I reply 
that Augustine knew no preterition which was not predamna- 
tion; for he puts hatred as the cause for preterition, the 
same as love for election. Hence, then, I conclude from 
Augustine’s opinion, that what is said about Esau and Jacob 
must not be understood as applying to the case of Adam and 
KIive; nor does it thence follow that the ratio of election and 
reprobation will therefore be diverse, unless it be first proved 
that God in election was occupied about Adam and Eve as 
considered in their primeval state; which I deny throughout 
this writing of mine. But there is a clear difference between 
Hisau and Jacob, and Adam and Eve. For the former, | 
though not yet born, could be considered as sinners, for they 
were both already conceived in sin: if not yet created, they 
could not be considered as such, for in no manner were they 
such; nay, not even then when they had been brought forth 
by God, and still stood upright in their original state. | 
Therefore it cannot from that be concluded that ‘all persons, 


and causes laid down by persons or situated in persons, pre-  ~ 


ceded election.” For sin did not precede, in which Jacob and 
Esau were already conccived. Lallow, however, that that 
sin was not the cause why God should love the one and hate 
tho othor, clect the one and reprobate the other, but was tho 
condition roquirod in tho objoct of that docreo. 

he arguments, however, which you adduce do not injure 
my causo: for thoy do not oxclude sin from tho object of that 
decree as the condition therein required, nor as the cause with- 
out which that-decree would not have been made, but only as 
the cause on account of which one may have been reprobated, 
while another has been elected. 

This appears from Romans ix.: for Esau and Jacob had 
then been conceived in sin when those words were uttered to 
Rebecca by the Divine oracle. In the same place also the 
elect and the wicked are called “vessels of wrath and of 
mercy,” by which names they could not be spoken of without 
the consideration of sin. I will not say now, what I might 
say truly, that Jacob and Esau are considered not in them- 
selves, but as types,— the former as a type of the sons of the 
promise, who seek righteousness from faith in Christ; the 
latter as a type of the sons of the flesh, who try to obtain 
righteousness according to the law; which matter demands a 
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wider explanation not so necessary in this place. Ephes. 1. says 
the samo thing vory plainly, because it speaks of olection mado 
in Christ, because from the grace by which we havo redemption 
in the blood of Christ, &e. 

Thoso reasons do not militate against tho position which I 
havo laid down; nay, they rather strengthen it. Mor, L'irst, 
olection was made in Christ, thercforo of sinners; which 
~ aficrwards will be treated at greater length. Secondly, pro- 
destination and reprobation put nothing in the subject: there- 
foro, of whatever sort is the subject that reccives grace, it is 
by consideration of such and tho samo that graco has boon 
provided. But the sinner, and he alone, accepts the grace 
provided by predestination: therefore also for the sinner alone 
was grace provided by predestination. But of this also more 
hereafter. Thirdly, men are the sons of God, not by genera- 
tion, but by regeneration: this presupposes sin: therefore 
adoption took place from among sinners. The example of 
angels proves nothing here. For the ratio of election and re- 
probation of angels is unlike that of men,.as you yourself con- 
fess in many places; for their salvation has been taken care 
of by grace of conservation and confirmation, but that of men 
by grace of restoration. He begot the angels as sons to Him- 
self by the former grace ; He re-begot (or regenerated) men as 
sons to Himself by the latter graco. ‘I'herefore God regarded 
man notin goneral, but as a sinner,—about which our discus- 
sion is,—although He might not find in man the rcason why he 
should adopt this one and pass by that,—about which there is 


no controversy between us. Wheroforo evon now this question. 


yemains between us: Whether God was occupied about man 
considered in pure naturals, whon making His decree of pre- 
destination and reprobation, or about man considered as in his 
sing. Therefore I affirm the latter, and deny the former, and 
Lhavo laid down many fundamentals of my opinion: but Iwill 
now consider in order the points adduced by you against them. 


THE TENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


Finer universally. 1. Because no man ever was created by 
God in pure naturals ; wherefore neither could he ever be so 
considered in God’s decree ; as being that which proceeds from 
the mind, indeed, materially and with regard to possibility, 
but has its formal act from the will, and from any deerce by 
which God determined actually to deal with man at any time. 
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Wherefore, whatever mental distinction may be made between. 
nature and the supernatural gift bestowed upon man in erea- 
tion itself, yet that doos not come into consideration in this - 
place. Fox the first man was created, and in him all men, 
aftor the image of God, which is not by naturo in man, but 
by supornatural graco; not haying regard to natural felicity, 
but to supernatural life. But that the imago of God in man 
18 & supernatural grace, is evident from the description of it. 
For there is, according to Scripture, (Col. iii. 10,) ‘‘ knowledge 
according to the image of Him who created him,” “rightcous-. 
noss and holinoss of truth,” befitting “the now man who has 
been created according to God.” (Eph. iy. 24.) In addition, 
the whole of the Fathers secm to be of this opinion, that the | 
first man was created in grace. So our Catechism, quest. © 
vi. 2: because no love of God is found in the Scriptures joined 
with election, whether in the form of will towards man, display- 
ing itself in different ways; or as an act of God, put forth in 
diverse modes; except after sin had entered into the world, 
or was considered by God as entered therein. ) 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE TENTH PROPOSITION. 


Brronz I speak about argumentations, one homonymy must 
be eliminated which here occurs, and will occur still more fro- 
quently when we treat of pure naturals. ‘'hey aro called 
naturals from nature: but naturo is twofold; thoroforoe naturals 
also are of two kinds. I call nature twofold, because the ono 
is that of our bodily world, to wit, nearer and lower, consisting 
in things elemontary and matorial, which tho Physics of tho 
philosophers expound ; tho other is that of the spiritual world, 
to wit, moro distant and higher, consisting in things spiritual 
and immateriated, which exact Metaphysics deal with. From 
the former nature we have the body, as we are animals; from the 
latter we have the spirit, as we arerational beings ; which thing 
Aristotle himself perceived (De Generatione Animalium, lib. i1., 
cap. 8,) when he says that the mind alone Oupd@ev érrevorévat, 
‘comes from out-of-doors into” the natural body, and is alone 
divine; for corporal action has nothing incommon with its action. 
Hence it happens that naturals must be considered generally 
in three modes : Physically, with respect to the body, accord- 
ing to its essence, power, actions, and passions: Metaphysically, 
with respect to the intclligont soul, according to its essence and 
being: and Compositely, in respect of that personal union which 
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“ig in man, asasubjoct composed of both natures. Singularly, 
however, these same naturals must be distinguished according 
to tho mode of porfect and corrupt naturo, Thorofore wo call 
“tho pure naturals” of a man all those things which in these 
modes belong to the nature of man, sin being excluded, which 
male its entrance afterwards. Now let us come to the sepa- 
rate members. 
_ “Tirst,” you say, “no man was ever created in pure natu- | 
| vals.” If you monn without supernaturals, indeod I know not 
} whenee this can be proved, although many affirm it. The. 
Scripture docs not say so anywhere. But you are not ignorant 
what is said in the Schools,—that the argumentation from’ 
authority negatively is of no force : “It is not read, therefore 
it isnot so.” In the next place, the very order of creation in 
some degree proves the contrary, since the body is first made 
from clay, the soul is breathed into it afterwards. For which 
is the more probable,—that supernaturals should be bestowed 
on the soul in the same moment while-it is being ereated, or 
should be superadded to it when created ? I should rather 
have said that as the mind supervened to the body, so super- 
) naturals superyened to the soul. If God did that in the 
matter of nature, why should He not have done it in the case 
of grace, which is more individually particular? Lastly, 
neither should { suppose it to follow, if mon were not nude 
in puro naturals, but with supornatural gifts, that it is thoro- 
foro the grace of creation ; that therefore even supernatural 
gifts would have been tho common porquisite of the race. That 
thiy consequent is fulso is shown by the uaburo of the defin- 
tion and by the ratio of supernaturals. For what else is 
nature but the principle ordained by God, of motion and 
quict, &c.? If supernaturals have been ordained on this 
principle, then they are naturals; they ccase to be super- 
naturals. Besides, the ratio of supernaturals is of that kind, 
since neither are they naturals, just as they are not common: 
for what things are common to all men belong to nature: 
~ put supernaturals are personal property, and do not pass 
down to one’s heirs. I acknowledge that Adam and live 
received supernatural gifts, but for themselves, not for their 
heirs ; and not as about themselves to transmit them to their 
_. heirs, except by general or special appointment of grace. 
If this is so, then certainly man is without supernaturals, 
though he at first may not have been created without them, 
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if you. wish it; and he is rightly considered by us without — 
ye and much more may he have been s0 considered by 
God. Nay, truly, my brothor, God voutumplated mau in 
pure naturals, on whom He might confer supernaturals by | 
His decree. He might therefore be so considered in God’s ~ 
decree. God contemplated nature, whereon to bestow grace ; 
the natural man, on whom to confer supernaturals’ by His 
decree. What! was it not a singular act of Ilis will, to 
make man; and another singular act, to enrich the same 
with supernaturals ? Which acts, though they may have been 
simultaneous in point of time, (which does not seem to me 
necessary, for those reasons which have just been adduced,) 
yet could not be one and the same in nature, since tho 
one is called natural, the other supernatural. I know that 
afterwards you speak of the image of God; but we shall pre- 
sently see that that conduces nothing to this discussion, as 
you suppose. Meanwhile I should wish you always to 
remember this, that all these things, even if they were true, 
(which we deny,) yet would not militate against that doctrine 
which asserts that man was considered by-God in a general 
light in this decree. What follows about the material and 
the formal reason of God’s decree, I leave alone, because the 
forco of tho argumont doos not dopond on that. I pass:on to 
the confirmation. si 

‘lho firstman,” you say, “—and in him all mon,—was 
made in the image of God.” I allow it and believo it. 


_ “Which imago of Godis not nature in man, but supernatural 


grace, not having respect to natural happiness, but to super- 
natural life.’ What say you, my beloved brother? This is 
what Origen said of old: this the early Church with constant 
opinion and agreeing votes blamed in Origen; Epiphanius, 
Jerome, and others being witnesses. But I do not believe that 
you agree with Origen in opinion, in opposition to the suf- 


. frages of that wise Church. Yet one other ambiguity deceives 


you, which you have not noticed. Wherefore come, let us 
expose it, and clear away the clouds with the torch of truth. 
The first ambiguity, or equivocation, is in the appellation 
“nature ;” the second in the word “ supernaturals.” Of the 
former we have spoken a little previously; for there is this _ 
lower nature of clementary bodies, and that higher nature of 


spirits ; there is lastly our human nature constituted of both 


of those in a composite subject, fused together from both 
VOL. II. H 
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natures. And this nature itself is twofold,—sound, and 
corrupt. In the latter the ambiguity is that sometimes those 
things are termed “ supernaturals” which are superior to this 
lower nature, and are of a superior, spiritual, or mota- 
physical nature; sometimes also those which are above that 
metaphysical and higher nature, that is, properly and imme- 
diately Divine; but sometimes those things which are above 
the condition of this our corrupt nature, because they do not 
befall us except by supernatural grace, although they may 
have belonged to that sound or upright nature. The body, 
for example, is of this nature ; in comparison with it our soul 
is supernatural. Again: our soul is of a superior nature, in 
which the angels are classed: in comparison with this and 
that all Divine things are supernaturals, as being superior to 
the universe of this nature and of that. 
But now you say, ‘The image of God is not nature in man, 
but supernatural grace;” that is, as I suppose, it is not of 
nature, but of grace; or not by nature, but by grace. Here, 
my brother, oblige me by recalling the former homonymy. 
Most truly is it said, the image of God is not by nature,— 
this lower nature, to wit. But it is falsely said, the image of 
God is not by that higher nature. For what is nature? A 
principle ordained by God, of motion and quict in its natural 
subject. In that higher nature it is a principle ordained by 
God, of motion and quict in its natural subject, according to 
tg own mode. Put before your eyes the kinds of motion 
which tuko placo in this naturo,—genoration, corruption, 
increase, diminution, alteration, and local transit, which they 
call dopd, “force” or “ motion.” You will find this difference, 
that the subjects of this lower nature experience those motions 
according to the essence itself and all other things, that is, 
according to matter, form, and accidents: but the subjects 
of that higher nature do not experience motions according to 
their essence, but only according to their being (esse) : but 
Divine things surpass both natures in an infinite and Divine 
manner, because they are free from all motion in every form. 
The body is mortal: whence, but from its inferior nature ? 
Our soul is immortal: whence, but from its superior nature ? 
Both natures, indeed, are ordained by God, carrying out His 
work so immediately that by each of them as a medium God 
effects all things which appertain to nature. But the image 
of God is from the higher nature, by which God works medi- 
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ately in the sons of Adam, from the ti 
| f A ; e time when He institut 
_ our common nature in Adam our parent. It is, ndeae Hae ie 


_ that it is supernatural grace by which God implanted His 


ae in Adam ; just as Ho effected the wholo ercation by 
ee same grace: for God did not bestow its principle on 
te ure through nature, but through Himself: but from the 
time when nature exists, that which is by nature ig ingencrated 
i the species and in individuals through nature. Although _ | 
: at in its first origin be by grace, yet now in its essence it is 
rom nature, and is to be called natural. But the image of 
God belongs to the species, and is already ingenerated in 
individuals by nature: it is therefore natural. About its 
definition we will see afterwards: for it is necessary first 
ae those words should be explained, when you ue that 
eh anean het oh aye to natural felicity, fu to 
f : et us clear away the h 
ambiguous phrases) : so shall we speak ree abot ane a 
Natural felicity is either of this nature, by which a hinge 
the body ; or of that, by which we have the spirit; or of both 
by which the subject is compoyinded from both natures: 
God’s image naturally has respect to all this felicity a 
that of the body as of its essential and conjoint instrn- 


mont ;—to that of tho spirit as of its essential subject ;—lastly 


to that of the entire man as of the wholo porsonal subject, Tf 
you dony. this, what is thore, I pray, in all nature mien 
does not ayabod idiov épiera, “pursuo its own good?” But 
to cach his own good is his felicity. If in the ono nature iL 
stone, a sheep, an animal does this,—in the other the s ont 
and intelligent forms,—it certainly cannot with any ‘asti 
be denied to man and to the image of God in man. alae 
You add that ‘it has respect to supernatural life: ” but that 
is, the life of grace, as all the adjuncts show. If you sich 
that it respects that alone, we deny the exclusion: if oi 
mean that it respects the latter and the former Be a 
this is just what Wwe assert, and we subscribe to what you say Ze 
that God’s image in man has respect to both kinds of folicit 
natural and supernatural: through nature, in the cara 
mode ; through grace, in the supernatural. I would ae 
this more fully now, if it were not necessary for us fet to 
aye "ae is we are discussing. This you perecive very 
clearly, and pags to i iti 
ee aS p ts definition, that you may prove your . 
H 2 
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‘That God’s image is supernatural graco,” you say, ‘is ovi- 
dont ‘rom tho doscription of the image of God.” Let me deny 
_ that by your ood loave, sinco you ask for my judgment. You 

add, “For it is, according to the Scripture, a knowledge in 
‘agreement with ‘tho image of lim that ercated him;’ (Col. 
iii. 10;) ‘righteousness and holiness of truth’ befitting the 


| now man who has been created according to God.” (Eph. iv. 24.) 


I acknowledge the Apostlo’s words, and believo thom; but I 
) fear, my brother, that you wander away from his words and 
from his meaning. In the former placo ho docs not say that 
God’s image is a knowledge agreeing to the image, &c.; but 
he says that the new man is “ renewed into knowledge accord-' 
ing to the image of Him who created him.” The subject is 
man, one only in stbstance, but formerly old, now new. In 
this subject there was an old. knowledge, there is a new one. 
With regard to the subject the knowledge is one, but differing 
in mode: forthe old man and the new one understand with 
the same intelligence,—first with the old, afterwards with the 
renewed intelligence. What then is the mode of that know- 
| ledge? Why, according to the knowledge of God. This is the 
modo of our knowledge and intelligence : the former according 
to the image of that first Adam, who begot sons after his own 
likonogs ; (Gon. v. 33) tholatlor acvording bo thio imayo of that 
“Antor Adam, Christ and God ov Croator. Tho imago of God 
ig not said to bo knowledge, but knowledge according bo tho 
jmago of God is said to bo ronowod in us, What thon is this 
knowledge? An act of the image of God. What is the image 
of God? The fount and principle of the act, formally shaping 
the act or habit of the image. For, whichever way you take 
it, matters not to me, Observe, I pray you, I appeal to you 
yourself as judge whether this can rightly be called a fitting 
description: “ The image of God is knowledgo in agreement 
with God’simage.” Nay, but this very description denies that 
the image of God is either one or the other, either the know- 
ledge or the image of God, since the knowledge is in agreement 
with the image of God. These things you, by reason of your 
shrewdness, understand better than they could be expressed by 

me in writing. 

I come to the second part of the definition ; “The image of 
God is ‘righteousness and holiness of truth,’ befitting the new 
man who has been ereated according to God.” Here, indeed, 
you say something more than pefore ; yet not enough. That 
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- knowlodgo, of which you had bofore spoken, is 1 momber of 


truth ; for it is truth in our mind. Here you lay down both 
truth and rightcousness und holiness. But lot us soo what tho 
Apostle Bays : he says, to wit, that the new man is he who 
according to God is created in righteousness and holiness of 
truth.” I will not contend that many interpret “according — 
to God as if the Apostle said, “by virtue of God acting in 
us.” I accopt what you think, that thogo words, card Ocedv 
have the same meaning as if he had said, “‘after,” or “accord: 
ing to, thoimago of God.” But hero do you not sco, my brother 
that the same order which we have just pointed out has been 
observed by Paul; and that the subject, principle, and acts or 
habits, thereby inwrought, are most properly distinguished ? 
The subject is man,’ who is the same, old and new: the prin- 
ciple is the image of God, which is the same, old, new, and 
when it becomes upright instead of being corrupt: the acts, or 
habits, shaped from that principle, are, righteousness, holi- 
ness, truth. Righteousness, holiness, truth, are not the image 
but belong to the image. Pa 
Let us return, if you please, to that principle which the 
Fathors handed down,—that ‘‘ natural things have been cor- 
tuples and supernatural things have been taken away.” 
i rom this gortuinly you could on no account conclude thug : 
Justico, holinoss, and truth havo not boon taken away: ‘Thoro- 
foro Lhoy avo not supernatural. And again: hoy wore cor- 
ruptod: Thoroforo thoy aro natural. Vor if thoy lad boon 
taken away, none of them would have been in us by nature as 
principles. But they are so: therefore by nature both those 
things themselves, and whatsoever owe their origin to them, 
are corrupt. The reasoning is the same regarding the image 
of God: The image of God has not been taken away: There- 
fore it is not supornatural. And on the other hand: It is 
corrupted: Therefore itis natural. For nowhere in Scripture 
ig it said to be restored, but only to be renewed. Iwill adduce 
proof from the Scriptures when I have said one thing. Right- 
eousness, holiness, truth, exist not except in the image of God : 
In man there is some righteousness, holiness, and truth: 
Therefore in-man there is some image of God. Moses cer- 
tainly, Gen. i., relates nothing else than that the first consti- 


tation of nature was made with regard to each subject or 


species. But he relates that man was ‘‘ made in the image of 
God.” This, then, ig the constitution of human nature. But 
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if of naturo, then the imago of God belongs to-the human 
species universally; since naturals differ from personals in 
| that very point, that they are common. It is the same in 
Cen. v. 3: “Adam begat Scth in his own likeness, aftor his 
{image.” But Adam was made in the image of God: ho there- 
fore begat Scth in the image of God. Yct the image of God 
| and the image of Adam differ,—some one may say,—and are 
distinguished by Moses. They do indeed differ, but in mode, 
not in their essence: for God’s image was upright in Adam, 
| deformed in Seth through Adam; yet both were the image. 
| But, on the same ground, this image in the rest of mankind 
4 is called, according to corruption, the image of the earthly ; 
| according to renewal, the image of the heavenly. 
But because it is different in mode only, and not in essence, 
| it is said to be restored and renewed, not ingeneratedor created, 
} as we have before observed; as differing not in essence, but in 
) mode and degree. Likewise Gen. ix. 6: * Whoso sheddeth 
} man’s blood, by man let his blood be shed, since God made 
man in His own image.” If the image of God were not in 
| those of Adam’s descendants who are killed, Moses’s argumen- 
} tation would be foolish and foreign to the point. But the 
argumentation, whether it be that of Moses or of God, is just 
} and weighty. Tor, if you shall say thus,—Theo slayer of him 
} whom God made in His own image ought to be slain by man: 
} God mado him, this man who is slain, in His own image: 
} Therefore let him be slain by man,—the consequence is very 
good. For, since man has been made in the image of God, it 
is just that his slayor should be slain, andindeod slain by man. 
) But if you shall render it thus, exactly to the word, “‘ sinco in 
| God’s image made he man,”—that is, man did so,—this inter- 
pretation will be yet more strongly confirmed. But nowhere 
do I remember the Scripture to say, “ Man made man:;” nor 
can that be proved to me. And these remarks may, I think, 
suffice, my brother, for you to see that the image of God is in 
man naturally. - 

What, then, is the image of God? For now it is time for 
| us to “ pass on from the preparation to the arrangement.” I 

swill declare it in the words of orthodox Fathers. Let Tertul- 
lian be heard first of the Latins. He says, (lib. il. Advers. 
Marcion., cap. 9,) “In the first place we must keep in view 
what the Greek Scripture intended, in mentioning the ‘ breath- 
ing,’ and not the ‘spirit’ (rvojv, not mvedpa). For some, inter- 
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preting from the Greek, and not thinking of the difference, nor 
hecding the proper meaning of the words, put ‘ Spirit’ for 
‘breathing,’ and give heretics the opportunity of obscuring the 
Spirit of God, that is, God Himsolf, by their fault. And now 
the question has been brought into play. Understand there- 
fore that the ‘ breathing’ is less than the Spirit, although it 
issues from the Spirit, as being a little breath from Him, yet 
not the Spirit... For a breath of air is more subtile than the 
wind; and if itis from the wind, yet it is not the wind : so algo 
the expression ‘ breathing’ infers the image of the Spirit. For 
man also is the image of God, that is, of the Spirit; for God 
is a Spirit: the image then of the Spivit is a breathing. 
Moreover, the image can never equal the reality in every re- 
spect : for it is one thing to be according to the reality, another 
to be the reality itself. So also the breath, since it is the 
Spirit’s image, cannot so acquire the image of God that, be- 
cause the reality—that is, the Spirit ; that is, God—is without 
gin, therefore also the breath, that is, the image, must not ad- 
mit of sin. In this way the image will be less than the reality, 
and the breath inferior to the Spirit; having, indeed, those 
lines of God, as an immortal soul, as free and its own master, 
as prescient for the most part, as rational, as capable of ~ 
undorstanding and knowlodgo: yet oven in theso it is only an 
imago, and does not reach up to the power of Divinity, nor up 
to integrity from sin, because this is an attribute of God alono, 
that is, of the reality ; and this only isnot allowed tothe image. 
For as, though the image expresses all the lines of the reality, 
it yet wants the power itself, not haying motion; so also the 
soul, the Spirit’s image, has not been able to express that sole 
power of His, that is, the happiness of not falling away : other- 
wise it would not be a soul, but the Spirit; not a man, who | 
has been endowed with a soul, but God ;’—and so on. 

- Ambrose, (Hexaémeron, lib. vi., cap. 7,) after much on this 
point, concludes as follows: “For what exchange will a man give 
for his soul ? in which is no small portion of himself, but the 
substance of the whole human totality. It is this by which 
thou rulest over other living things, both beasts and birds: 
this is in the image of God, but the body after the likeness of 
beasts: on this is the holy stamp of Divine imitation ; on . 
that, vile association with wild beasts and brutes,” &c. 
Likewise, on Psalm: ecxviii. (Serm. 10): “Its being according 
to the image is not in the body, nor in the matter, but in the 
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rational soul: there man is made—thero man is oxhibited 


—after the likeness and image of God; where every form of 


righteousness, wisdom, virtue, is assumed;”—and many 


things to the same effect. 
Nor otherwise docs Augustine write. (De Genesi contra 
Manicheos, lib. i., cap. 17 ; and elsewhere in several places.) 


LT adduce Jerome in the last place, because he plainly is of the 


same opinion, and writes against Origen,inan argument agree- 
ing with that of Epiphanius andthe Greek Fathers. I would 


- mention Basil, if you were not aware that Ambrose culled his 


arguments from him. Why should I mention Chrysostom, 
[Gregory] Nazianzen, [Gregory] Nyssen, Cyril, Theodoret ? 
Damascenus, the epitomizer of all these, most accurately ex- 
presses the affairin that treatise which he has inscribed, ‘‘ About 
—In what Respect we are made after the Image.of God ;” and 
also in another treatise, about the two wills in Christ. For he 
says,“ With regard tothe rationaland intellectual and free-will 
powers, with regard to the begetting ofthe logical mind, and the 
projection of the spirit, with regard to the ruling principle,— 
with regard to all these both angels and men are ‘alter the 
image,’ and especially men,” &c.; where he has most diligently 
brought together tho essentials and adjuncts. I will therefore 
conclude with one argument of his against tho Manichocs, 
'Thogo mon,” says he, “‘ are ignorant that it is impossible for 
mibure to use any action, or produce miy effect, the facully of 
which has not been received by nature. For example: no 
bird can fly, unless it has received by naturo tho faculty of 


) flying; nor can any beast of the earth walk, unless it has 


reccived by naturo the faculty of walking. So also man can- 


- not act or will, except he has received by nature that faculty 


which is called ‘ volition’ and ‘energy:’ ror can he under- 
stand, unless he has received by nature the ‘perceptive’ faculty, 
—nor see, nor do anything else: and therefore natural actions 
are innate in every nature, and exist in it at the same time; 


- but those which fall under the will or action do not exist there- 
in at the same time.” From which foundation (to be brief) 


he next infers,—But man understands, reasons, wills, and, 
beyond other created things, does much which sayvours of di- 
vinity: therefore faculties are innate in man, in respect of which 
he is pronounced in the Scriptures to be made after the image 


and likeness of God. This, then, is that image of God in our 


soul ; the essential parts of which both of themselves display 
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somo likeness to divinity by nature, and by nature and graco 
conjointly are fitted for receiving supernatural grace, as We shall 
presently show. 

For you add, “All the Fathers seem to bo universally of 
this opinion, that tho first man was croated in grace. 80 also 
our Catechism, quest. 6.” I know, indeed, no one of the ortho- 
dox who thinks otherwise; nor is there any other right under-_ 
standing of the Catechism. But you seem to be deceived by 
the ambiguity of the phrase, and to join together distinct 
things. For what they mean is not, that the first man was 
made with grace, that is, that he received nature and super- 
natural grace by the work of creation: but this is what they 
mean, that the man who was first created was enriched by — 
God with grace, that is, supernatural grace; as we have 
already laid down in this very Proposition. What then? Had 
not man supernatural grace in creation? If you take grace 
to mean the benevolence of God, then he had grace; if spiritual 
gifts bestowed, then he had not by creation or the power of 
creation those things which are supernatural; since creation 
is the principle of nature, or its first term, but supernaturals 
differ from it altogether: but man had them in creation, that 
is, in that first stato of ercation in which Adam was, until he 
foll into sin. 

But now, that you may understand the mattor more casily, 
lob us use tho similitudo of tho sun and tho moon for tho illus- 
tration of the Divine image. The moon’s own image is essen- 
tial, and its other imago related or accidentary. As cssential, 
it has some light of its own, but which grows dark unless it has 
an outlook to the sun: as related, it has’ a borrowed light from 
the sun, just as itis shone upon by it, and looks back on it. So 


also there was a twofold ratio of God’s image in man by crea- 


’ tion, For man had his own essential light constituted in his 


soul, which shines, as the image of God, among all created 
things: he had also a related light, in which he was regarded 
by God, and looked back upon Him. That essential image is 
natural; the respective one (if I may so call it) was partly 
supernatural : for it had respect to God through nature con- 
joined with grace by a proper and free motion of the will; God 
had respect to it by grace. (For what action of God can be 
natural with regard to us ?) We have the essential image 
corrupted from sin ; evidently we have not lostit: that related 
image we have lost; but Christ has restored it, that we may. 
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| bo renowed according to God in Ilis own image, and that the 
esscntial one itself may be reformed, since naturals have been 
corrupted, supernaturals lost, as wo said before. 
Thon follows a socond reason: ‘ Because thoro is found n 
love of God conjoined with election,—whether will having 
regard to men in diverse modes, or an act of God displayed 
in different modes,—except after the entrance of sin into the 
world, or its being considered by God as having entered.” 
| Indeed, if I allowed this, yet thereby the opinion would not be 
- upset of those who pronounce man to have been considered 
in the general by God, as we have before shown. But yet, 
what if I confute this assertion by authority, reason, 
example ? , 
You have authority in Rom. ix.: ‘For the children being 
not yet born, when they had not done any good or evil, that 
the purpose of God according to election might stand, not of 


works, but of Him that calleth; it was said unto her, The . 


elder shall serve the younger: as it is written, Jacob have I 
loved, but Esau have I hated.” [Verses 11—13.] For what 
is the meaning of those three clauses ?9—“‘ The children being 
not yet born;” then, “ When they had not done any good or 


evil ;” likewise, ‘‘ According to election, not of works, but of © 


‘Tim that calloth.” ‘Bo it so,” you will say; “but theso 
things are spoken of nature lying in sin.” But He puts 
sido so carefully every consideration of sin, and attributos 
all things received to the sole calling of God who calleth, that 
you yourself, my brother, if you will attend, (and I am suro 


}. you will,) will casily be led away from that axiom, ‘To this - 


authority you will certainly submit every species of reasoning, 
Ephes. i.: ‘‘ He hath chosen us in Christ before the founda- 
tions of the world were laid: He hath predestinated us es 
viobeciav, unto the adoption of sons, by Jesus Christ to Him- 
self.” [Verses 4, 5.] Election belongs to special love: when 
He is said to have elected in Christ, every reference to us is 
taken away: predestination precedes both the persons and 
‘their cases. Moreover, this is the meaning of the words 
‘¢ foreknowing”’ and “‘ predestinating.” (Rom. viii.) Christ 
Himself attributes it to His Father's sole blessing that the 
possessors and the possession of the kingdom have been 
appointed from the foundation of the world. (Matt. xxv.) 
In sin, or before sin? In the contemplation of sin, or with- 
‘out its being contemplated ? Why the latter, I beg, rather 


. © but remained througho 
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than the former? Nay, why not rathor tho former, since all 
things are said to be dependent on God who calleth ? 

To these we may add the following reasons: 1. Whatever 
yeagons implying absurdity aro horo brought forward, you 
will perceive, if you weigh them. little more closely, that 
they apply as well to the former interpretation, and rather to 1t 
than to the latter. Wherefore absurdities are not to be 
passed by in this way, but rather to be piously and properly 
removed, 2. I deny that the contemplation of sin belongs 
to the consideration (ratio) of filial adoption. I call nature 
as a witness: does not a father beget sons before he investi- 
gates or observes their condition? But this begetting, you 
will say, belongs to the will, and not to nature. Right ; 
but yet it is attributed to the sole will of God, not to any — 
condition of ours. Every condition of ours, even that of sin, 18 
excluded: the sole will of God is constituted the only purpose 
in the matter. God by His sole will sorts out amongst equals 
in nature, equals in sin, those whom He will adopt to Himself 


' ag gons, considered neither simply in nature, nor In sn, but 


+n common in Christ. As by nature sons are begotten with- 
out consideration of their condition, so God has adopted His 
children by: His own will from eternity. 8. Whatever 18 
moro in accordance with the wisdom and grace of God, that 
hag been done by God, and must bo believed by us, rather 
than what is less consonant. But it is moro in accordance ..’ 
with His wisdom and grace that He should have adopted sons 
without any consideration of their quality than that He 
ghould have dono s0 on the hypothesis of contemplation 
thereof: otherwise nature would act more perfectly than God, 
in which parents procreate children without that considera~ 
‘tion. That therefore is both more m accordance with God, 
and rather to be received with faith by us. 

We will take, if you please, the exanuple of the angels for 
confirmation of the matter. Whoever are sons of God, are sons — 
py election : The angels are sons of God: (Jobi,, 11, XXXVill.?) 
Therefore they are 80 by election, as Paul affirms, i ub bins 
91; calling them “elect.” But they are elect without con- | 
templation of their own sin, a8 beings who have never sinned, 

ut in their original estate. God's love 
therefore with élection is without reference to or considera- 
tion of sin; which you seem to deny by your assertion. 


Perhaps you will say that that was said by you only with 
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gardtoman. ButIshallreply that “dilection” and “election” 
e terms used with regard to both sorts, angel and man, and 
ps pe @ common account, since God has put His image in 
\th; with reference to which it is that election takes place. 
a that passage from Topic., 2, is most certain: “If that 
hich seems for like reasons to be in two things when compared 
ether, is not in the one, it will not be in the other.” In 
3 election of angels there is not any contemplation of their 
jndition or works: therefore neither is there in the election 
| men. But if the condition of angels and of men is in any 
Y different, it does not follow therefrom that the ratio of 
elr election is different; especially when the ratio of that 
atter in respect of which they are elected is one and the 
fme. For this is the image of God, which, preserved or 
jaewed according to the purpose of His will, God has called 
‘th and joined to Himself, to remain immutably in Christ, 
| mavra avaxepadawcavtt, ‘gathering together in one all 
ings,” (Eph. i. 10,) and which He had placed in the general 
iastitution of their nature, from which of their own will 
jose who were to be damned by the judgment of God fell away. 
(No other example can be adduced, because all other created 
ings areon a different footing. Fortheylack the image of God, 

} which tho objet of cloction is proporly dotorminod, By tho 
inmplo of tho angels, then, and by no other, can tho nature of 
Wvinvclogtion fronumony men bo mude plain, Bul this was tho 

pthod of God’s oloction, not that To first soparatod tho angols 

lub wero sinners, as sinnors, from those that were not sinners ; 

it that He of His own will and grace distinguished those who 

re not about to sin, as elect beforehand and predestinated 

iviobeciav, ‘‘ to the adoption of sons,” from the others who 

re about to sin of their own will. Why then should we sup- 

se it necessary for another method of Divine election to be 

ntrived with reference to men ? 


Vv 


IMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
TENTIL PROPOSITION, 


carn those naturals, which belong to the very substance 
existence of man, without which man cannot be man; such 
Sarco the soul and the body, and the whole composed thereof, 
h all natural propertics, affections, passions, &c. I call 
se supernaturals, whatever God has added to man beyond 
se naturals, which indeed conduce to the perfection of man, 


an 
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though not as animal, but as spiritual, to acquire, not natural, 
but supernatural good. Pure naturals I, in this place, call 
those things which have nothing supernatural joined to them. 
The sense therefore of my words is, that man is not created in 
pure naturals without supernaturals. Nor do I earnestly con- 
tend whether he has those supernaturals from the act itself of 
creation, or from that other act of superinfusion ; but I leave 
this undecided, as neither hurtful nor helpful to my cause. 
But I decidedly lay down and affirm that God decreed to create 
man such by nature as He did create him, but as one to whom 
He might add some supernaturals ; a8 being one whom He 


. wished to be not merely that which he was by nature, but 


whom He wished to promote still further into a happier state, 
namely, participation of Himself, at which he could not arrive 
except he were endowed with supernatural gifts. As for my 
denial that man was created in pure naturals, and my asser- 
tion that therefore he was created in supernaturals, I did not 
wish thereby to signify that the act whereby supernaturals _ 
were communicated was creation, (for in my Twenty-sixth 
Proposition I called that superinfused grace,) but that God 
was unwilling to desist from the act of communicating His 
own good to that part of the first matter, or nothing, from 
which Ho created man,—“ and that from Ifis olurnel docroo,— 
abil Tle had conforvod anpornaturals also upon him. Whoro- 
foro 1 thought that I must also obsorve the usual Seriplure 


form of spooch,—" man made aftor tho imago and likonoss of 


God,”—which image and likeness of God also embraces in 
itself supernatural gifts. Which if it is true, as I contend, 
then man was created with supernaturals. For he was 
made after the image of God; which word “making” is attri- 
puted to the whole image without distinction, without separa- 
tion of that which in the image is natural to man, and that 
which is supernatural. 

I will here adduce the words of Hieronymus Zanchius, who 
in his first book ‘ Of the Creation of Man” speaks thus of this 
same matter: “Iam pleased with the opinion of those who 
say that with the preath of life there was also inbreathed by 
God, and transfused, whatever Adam had of heavenly light, 
wisdom, rectitude, and other celestial gifts; by which he 
reflected God, as His true image. For he was created such, 
as the Scripture teaches, when it says that he was made after 
the image of God; and Solomon, (Hecles. vil.,) ‘God made 
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jaan upright.’ [Verso 29.) But he was not such whon his 


jut into him, he was made into a living soul, that is, a living 
pan, then he was made upright, just, &e., and, together with 
is soul, the rays also of Divino wisdom, justice, goodness, 
fero infused into him.” Thus far Zanchius, who openly 
Kpresses what I left undecided either way: and that from a 
Wofold cause; for I knew that that was a point in dispute 
| nongst the learned, and I saw that nothing therefrom would 
ither help my cause or detract from it. But those super- 
Murals which were conceded to man to be transmitted to his 
»sterity, he received by the same arrangement by which he 
ceived supernaturals, to wit, of grace, not as that word also 
ynotes the principle of naturals,—for from grace, taken 
joadly, we have received nature also, as being not due,—but 
it is distinguished from nature, and as it is the principle of 
ypernaturals. Wherefore I can concede this, that God con- 
japlated man in nature, upon whom He should bestow grace, 
jthe natural man, upon whom He should confer super- 
iturals ; but that He contemplated him in an administratory 
sree of creation, not in a decree of predestination, of which 
ao treating ; whereby IIc would make grace sufficient for 
pernatural felicity, not efficacious, about which lattor Wo aro 
OUnwings upon whom Ilo would confor the supernaturals 
bo transforrod to his postority without oxooplion recording 
jtle urrangement of graco under condition, not those 
Ach wore tho propor onos of tho prodostinated, and cortainly 
i infullibly to be conferred on thom,—about which our con- 
Wversy now is. 
Vherefore these remarks are not in opposition to my 
mion: for the fallacy of elenchus * ig committed in them. 
iT should wish your Reverence always to remember this, 
tIam constantly discoursing about the grace prepared by 
decree of predestination, and by no other decree. I have 
wed that man was not created in pure naturals, in that 
se in which it has been already said, without supernaturals, 
ther he be said to possess them by the act of creation or 
hat of superinfusion: and I have proved this by an argu- © 
t brought from the image and likeness of God, after 


: 


(What is, the fallacy called ignoratio clenchi, when a disputant fancies he has 
jted his opponent, but has really been arguing against some point not in 
ite, and so has produced a futilo syllogism.—W. N. 


jody alone had been formed. 'Thereforo when, a soul being | 
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which man was created. Which argument of mince is valid, 
whether the image of God signifies only the supernatural gifts 
conferred on man by God, as our Catechism and Confession 
and some of our divines speak of the image of God; or whether 
it signifies nature itself with supornaturals, which is my own 
opinion : in accordance with which I wish what I said—that 
the image of God in man is not nature, but supernatural 


. grace—to be understood, in this way, that it is not nature 
alone without supernaturals; which is sufficient for my argu- . 


ment. For the question’is not about naturals; and 
therefore whether they are part of the image, as I suppose, or 
not, has nothing to do with the matter: only let supernaturals 
be comprehended in the definition of the image of God, in 
which man was created, and I have obtained what I want. 
So also I should wish my following words to be received, that 


- the image has reference not merely to natural, but also to — 


supernatural felicity: if this is true, as you yourself seem to 
confess, I have made out what I contend for. I, indeed, did 
not intend to define accurately “the image of God,” in which 
man was created, because this work was not part of my 
purpose: it was sufficient to have shown that “‘Inowledge, 
righteousness, and holiness ”’ belonged to the Image of God, 
whothor tho whole imago or only part consisted in thom, For 
both tell equally in favour of my purpose, since I undertook 
to prove that mun was not orontod without suparnatirala, nud 
therefore in the decree of predestination could not have been 
cousidorod ag croated in “puro naturals” without supor- 
naturals, ; 
But, before I come to the defence of that argument of mine, 
I must speak a little more at length about those three things 
with which a good part of your answer is occupied. Furst: 


I will explain rather more fully what I call naturals,” and © 


what ‘ supernaturals.” Secondly : I will speak of the image 
of God, and what things, whether naturals or supernaturals, 
it embraces in itself and in its definition. Thirdly: By what 
action of God man possesses both the one and the other. i 
1. Respecting the First: I call those things ‘naturals 
which belong to the nature of man, without which man cannot 
be man, and which flow from the principles of nature, and 
are by their nature calculated for natural felicity, as their 
end and terminus; such as, the body, the soul, the composi- 


-tion of both, and the compound from both, and their natural 
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properties, affections, functions, passions; under which I 
comprehend morals also, which sometimes are contradistin- 
guished from naturals. “ Supernaturals”’ I call those things 
lwhich are not a part of man, nor flow from the principle of 
mature, but are superadded to naturals for the increase and 
‘perfection of that nature, calculated for supernatural felicity, 
‘and for supernatural communion with God the Creator, in 
lwhich that felicity consists. Among these is an affection of 
\this sort,—that naturals are capable of supernaturals at God’s 
‘disposal; supernaturals have been ordained to increase, 
ladorn, perfect nature, and so to elevate it above itself. 
‘Wherefore, without homonymy, I have embraced under the 
mame of “naturals” as well the bodily as the spiritual 
nature, and the nature consisting of both. Once for all we 
ust lay down this caution, that the homonymies, or ambi- 


tion, when, if taken in one sense, they relate to the matter 
jdiscussed ; in another, not ; since according to the one sense the 


esos is true, according to the other false: but when the 


‘expression is true and appropriate to the matter in whatever - 


bey it may be taken, then there is no need of the explana- 
tion of ahomonymy. So here you see, Iby ‘‘ naturals” under- 
‘stand both thoso things which belong to the inforior nature, 
that is, the body, and those which belong to the superior 
nature, thut is, the soul; and in whichover way you tiko it, 
my argumontation is equally firm and valid. We shall 
‘horoaftor sco oxamples of homonymy oxplainod whon it is 
equally unnecessary. ; 

| 9. Asto the Second: I have to consider two things respecting 
the image of God in man,—as well in what things it consists, 
fs which of them are to be called “ natural,’ and which 
supernatural.” Firstly, I say that the image of God in man 
‘embraces all those things which represent anything of the 


Divine nature in man, which are partly essential to man, | 


partly accidental, but in God are all essential : of all of which, 
however, God was unwilling for the images to be essential to 
man, whom He wished to create under this condition, that he 
should be not only what he was, but might be able to 
become what he was not, and to fall away from what he 
vas. lLcall “essentials” the soul, and in it the understand- 
ing, and the will, and the liberty of the will, and the othor 
hffections, actions, and passions which necessarily flow from 


guities, of words are then to be noted and explained in disputa- ’ 
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them. ‘Accidentarics” I term as well tho moral virtues, as 
the knowledge of God, righteousness, and holiness of truth, 


and if there are any other of the properties of God, which are 


in that instance to be considered in Him as belonging to His 
nature, but in man as belonging to the express image, of 
which, comprehended under the name of “the Divine nature,” 
Peter says that believers are ‘‘partakers.” [2 Peter Paes 
Secondly, I do not suppose that all these things can come 
under the name of “naturals,” but I hold that that know- 


ledge, righteousness, and holiness of truth, are supernaturals, 


and must be ealled by that name. In which matter I doubt 
whether I have your assent. For in one place of this your 
answer you say that those are naturals, and adduce argu- 
ments to prove that opinion ; and in another part of the same 


answer youconfessthat Adam had supernatural gilts, though not 


from the act of creation: by which supernaturals I know not 
what you can understand, except those things commemorated 
by the Apostle in Col. iii. and Eph. iv. Yet you seem to 
unfold those things which you acknowledge as supernaturals, 
under the name of “tho reflexive image.” But whether I catch 
your opinion rightly, or not, I will say what I believe to con- 
duce to the establishment of my own, and to the impairing of 
yours, a8 I understand it, 

I prove, then, that those things are supornaturals, Mirst, 
from Gol. iii and ph. ive  Whatovor things wo havo from 
regeneration by the Spirit of Christ, are supornaturals : But 
wo havo tho knowledgo of God, righteousnoss, and holiness of 
truth, from regeneration by the Spirit of Christ: Therefore 
they are supernaturals. If any one say that we do not have 
them in substance from regeneration, but only the renewal of 
the same when corrupted, I do not see how that can be 
proved. For the Apostle’s phrases teach quite otherwise. 


_ For he who ought to “put on the new man,” has not been 


clothed with the new man or any part of him. But to the 
new man belong “righteousness and holiness of truth.” And 
besides, as regards him who ought to be ‘ renewed in know- 
ledge,” his knowledge is not renewed which is corrupt, but 
his understanding is enlightened with a new knowledge which 
was expelled by the darkness of the old man. And this is all 
I intended in my demonstration,—not to define the image of 
God in man. ButI cannot as yet see that in that explana- 
tion of mine I wander from the meaning of the Apostle. For 
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the knowledge of God” in that place cited by me is ‘ the 
mage of God’ itself, and “after the image of God.” Nor 
re these things repugnant to cach other, or quite so absurd 
s you wish them to appear. ‘The image of God,” you say, 
“is -knowlodyo, azrooing with tho imago of God: thoroforo 
luo image of God is denied to be either one or the other, 
yhcther knowledge or image.” I deny that it follows, if that 
lefinition be taken rightly ; namely, in this way. 
| God’s image in us, recreated by the regenerating Spirit, is 
he knowledge of God agreeing with the image of God, in 
Vhich at tho beginning wo were created. For there is a 
ouble aspect of this image, as it is recreated in us by the 
Spirit of Christ, and as it was formerly increated in us by 
jhe Spirit of God. And that knowledge differs not only in 
inode but altogether from the knowledge of the old man: nor 
's it said to be renewed itself, but man is said to be renewed 
Into it. I confess, however, that I do not understand how 
knowledge can be an act of God’s image, and the image itself 
the fountain and principle of that act, that is, of knowledge. 
ox hitherto I have supposed that man is said to have been 
breated after God’s image, or in that image, that is, made the 
jmage of God, because that he resembles God Himself, his 
Archotypo, in mind, will, knowledge of God, righteousness, 
‘n fine, holiness. In quoting the other passage, from ph. 
lv., [I do not produgo threo things, truth, rightcousness, and 
holiness, but only two, righteousness and holiness, to which 
truth” is put as an attribute ; that is, sincerity, purity, 
kimplicity. And knowledgo is not a member of that truth, 
but a gift increated in the intellect or mind of man, just as 
tighteousness and holiness are ingenerated in man’s will or 
‘rather affection. pes 
Secondly, I prove that these same are supernaturals in this 
ay: Those things in respect of which we are, and are called, 
|‘ partakers of the Divine nature” and ‘sons of God,” are 
upernaturals: But wo are, and are called, ‘‘ partakers of 
the Divine nature”. and “sons of God” in respect of know- 
| edge, righteousness, and holiness : Therefore they are super- 
‘naturals. Tho major does not require proof. The minor is 
vident from 2 Peter, verses 1 to 4, compared with each 
ther. > 
Thirdly: Those means which are equally conducive to 
upernatural felicity, are supernatural: But such are the 
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knowledge of God, righteousness, and holiness: Therefore 
they are supernatural. — 

- Fourthly: The immediate causes of supernatural acts aro 
supernatural: But knowledge of God, righteousness, and 
holinoss aro immodiato causos of supornatural acts: Thore- 
fore they are supernatural. 

I now come to your proofs, by which you contend that you 
prove that the image of God is natural in man; and that 
those qualities, knowledge, righteousness, and holiness, are 
natural, not supernatural. 

Your First argument stands thus: “Supcrnaturals havo 
been taken away, naturals have been corrupted : But truth, 
righteousness, holiness, have been corrupted, not taken away : 
Therefore they are not supernatural, but natural.” The 
assumption is proved in this way: ‘For the principles of 
them are in us by nature: they would not be if they had 
been taken away.” I answer that I concede the major: the 
minor seems to me by no means probable, not even on 
account of the reason added to it. For I say that that know- 
ledge which is according to piety, that righteousness, and 


-that holiness, of which the Apostle speaks, have not been cor- 


rupted, but taken away, and no principles of them remain 
in us after tho fall. I allow that tho principles and socds of 
moral virtues, which have a certain analogy and likeness to 
those spiritual virtues, romain in us after tho fall, and 
moreover the moral virtues themselves, though corrupted by 


sin, This similarity may mislead any ono who does not dis- 


criminate nicely between these [moral] and those spiritual 
virtues. In this opinion of mine, in which I assert that those 
gifts have been taken away, I follow in the steps of our Cate- 
chism, (question ix.,) in these words: ‘‘Man deprived himself 
and all posterity of those Divine gifts.” But what those Divine 
gifts are, is explained in the sixth question preceding; 
namely, “ righteousness and holiness.” Iknow not whether 
I have not here also the assent of your Reverence. For you 
thus argue in the Thesos “On Original Sin” discussed by 
you in the year ’94, [1594,] Thesis 18: ‘‘ For as in Adam the 
form of human integrity was the original righteousness in - 
which he was created by God, so the form, or rather deformity, 
of corruption was the absence of that righteousness.” Thesis 
19: “And indeed the Scripture calls that form ‘the image 
and likeness of God,’” &c. Thesis 20: ‘* But the Scripture 
ra 
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iyms this form ‘tho imago and likeness of Adam.’” If I 
Indorstand theso oxpressions rightly, I suppose that it plainly 
blows from thom that original rightoousnoss had boon takon 
jway, and that it is therefore supernatural, according to the 
alo, ‘“‘ Supernaturals have been taken away, naturals have 
eon corrupted.” I have also in concurrence with me several 
lf the Fathers, perhaps all. Ambrose (De Elia et Jejunio, 
up. iv.): “Adam was covered with a veil of virtues before 
e transgressed; but, as if stripped by his transgression, ho 
jaw himself naked, because he had lost the covering which 
'e had before.” And, distinguishing still more plainly 


f naturals, ho thus speaks in his seventh book on Luke: 
‘ Who are robbers, except the angels of night and darkness ?”” 
ce. “These first despoil us of the garments of grace which 
e have received, and so are aceustomed to inflict wounds.” 
(On Luke x.) Augustine (De Trinitate, lib. xiv., cap. 16): 
/‘Man by sinning lost righteousness and holiness of truth ; 
‘bn which account this image became deformed and faded : but 
‘he recovers it when he is reformed and renewed.” Also De 


| 


IGivitate Dei, lib. xiv., cap. 11, “the free will” is said to be 


‘Jost.’ ‘To conclude this: I should like to know what those 
pixituals aro which havo boon taken away or lost, if they be 
Jnot tho knowledge of God, righteousness, holiness. 

“Your Becond wrygumont js this: CWhatovor belongs to tho 
Hepocios, that in natural; But tho image of God belongs to tho 
jspecios : ''horclore itis natural.” Ivoply: ho major is nob 
Juniversally true. For something belongs to the species either by 
jcommunication through nature and natural principles, or from 
an arrangement instituted by grace. What belongs to it inthe 
former mode is natural, not what in the latter. As respects 
|the minor, I aver that the image belongs to the species partly 
\by nature, partly from the arrangement instituted by grace. 
Therefore God’s image is partly natural, partly supernatural, 
\in man. If you concluded otherwise, you would infer a uni- 
versal from a particular, which cannot be done. If something 
be added to the major proposition, whereby it may be filled 
| out thus: * Whatever belongs to the species, and is ingonerated 
}in individuals by nature, that is natural; ”.I then agree to all 
that. But in that case the whole assumption will not be true. 
For the entire image of God is not ingenerated by nature : for 
that part of it which consists in truth and righteousness and 


etween the taking away of supernaturals and the corruption ~ 
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holiness is not ingoncrated by naturo, but is communicated hy 
act of grace according to the arrangement instituted by grace. 
“But tho imago cannot bo common, if it bo not natural. For 

naturals, inthatthey are common, differ from porsonals:” (“from - 
supernaturals,” it should haye been said; for the question is 
concerning them.) I answer, that anything ig common in a» 
twofold sense, either by nature simply, or by the arrangement 
of graco under condition. God’s image is common partly 
according to nature and simply, in those things which apper- 
tain to man according to his own essence, and which cannot 
be separated from his nature; partly by the arrangement of 
grace under condition, in those things which are not consti- 
tuents of the essence, but of the supernatural perfection of 
man. ‘The former are ingenerated in allmen absolutely; the 
latter under condition, namely, if man has preserved entire the 
principle universal to the species and that particular to the 
individual. The whole image, therefore, is common, but partly 
by nature, partly by the arrangement of grace: by nature, 
that part which is called natural; by the arrangement of grace, 
that part which I call supernatural. And this is what the 
Scripture says, that Seth was made “in the image and likeness 
of Adam,” [Gen. v. 8,] not in the likeness of God. For he° 
was born after the image of God, not as God communicated it 
entire (integram) to Adam, but as Adam preserved it for himsgell: 
bub ho did not himself prosorve it ontivos thoroforo hho did not 
communicate it entire. Jor the non-entire and tho entire differ 
not only in modo and dogroo, but so in somo osKontinl parts 
of that image, which the entire image possesses, and the non- 
entire is without; which Adam had, by complete communica- 
tion from God; which Seth was without, on account of Adam’s 
defective communication. 

Your Third argument is this: ‘‘ God’s image is not said to 
bo ingenerated or created in us, but to be restored and renewed: 
therefore it is not lost or taken away, but corrupted.” I an- 
swer : Of the antecedent, taken precisely, neither part is true ; 
but, if properly explained, both parts of it are true, yet neither 
‘of them is hurtful to my cause. As to the former,—that 
neither part is true,—I thus prove it. For we are called “‘new 
ereatures in Chr:st:” we are said to be “created to good 
works.” David prays that God would “create in him a clean 
heart.” Nowhere is the image of God said to be restored or 
renewed in us: but we are said to be “ renewed in knowledge 
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cording to the image of God;” to be ‘‘ renewed in the 
irit of our mind;” and also to be ‘transformed by the 
jnowal of our mind.” If, however, any one explains them 
operly, both parts are true, and are especially in con- 
rmity with my opinion, which I thus show. The parts of 
od’s image in us are two in respect of us: one essential to 
i, the other accidentary. ‘The essential is endowed with 
ul, mind, affection, and will. The accidentary is the know- 
dge of God, righteousness, holiness of truth, and similar 
ts of spiritual grace. The former is not said to be ingene- 
ted or created in us, for we have not lost it; but to be 
stored and renewed in us, because it was deformed and cor- 
Apted. ‘The latter is not said to be restored or renewed in 
, as well because, from default of a subject, it has no place 
ius, as because it has ‘not been corrupted and deformed ; but 
‘is said to be ingenerated and increated, (for we ‘are called 
new creatures” in virtue of its access,) because it is ke a 
am, by whose introduction that essential part is restored and 
mewed. This sense is plainly marked out by the Apostle’s 
jords, in which the knowledge itself is not said to be renewed, 
ut we, as partakers of the image of God, which is essential 
us, are said to be “‘ renewed into knowledge,” as into anew 
rm, ‘according to the image of God,” which is accidentary 
hus. Both therefore arc true. Mor God’s image is restored 
‘nd ronovated in us, namely, our mind and will, and tho 
Wections of our soul: and God's imago is ingenerated and 
hercatcd in us, namely, the knowledge of God, rightcousness, 
Ind holiness of truth, The former is the subject of the latter ; 
tac latter is the form Divinely ingenerated in the former, And 
therefore the argument of Moses, when commanding the homi- 
kde to be killed, remains firm: for that image of God which 
}; essential to man, or that part which belongs to man’s 
‘ssence, remains in him even after sin; though that part which 
& accidentary may have been taken away by sin, 
| 8. We now proceed to consider the act of God, by which 
be have both this and that part of the image. That act I 
pave not separated into distinct parts; as well because 1 
lvished to use the phrase of Scripture, which makes use of 
he word “creation” to signify the act by which man has 
m himself the image and likeness of God ;—for so it says, 
k Tet Us make man in Our image and likeness,” &c.; “God 


reated man after His own image ;”—as because both mean- 
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ings served my purpose equally well. But if the matter be 
accurately weighed, I think that those acts should be dis- 


‘ tinguished; and that the one would be rightly called by the 


name of “creation,” as it relates to naturals; the other, by 
that of ‘“ superinfusion,” as it relates to supernaturals. For 
there is in man a twofold life, animal and spiritual; animal 
as he lives according to man, and spiritual as he lives 
according to God. The principle of the former is the soul 
in man, endowed with intellect and will; of the latter, the 
Spirit of God, communicating to the soul those choice gifts 
of knowledge, righteousness, and holiness. It is probable 
that the principles of both these kinds of life, so diverse 
from each other, have not been implanted in man by the 
same act, but by a different one. But, in whatever mode, 
whether by a twofold or by a single act, man gets those things, 
it matters not to my opinion, provided it is evident that man 
possesses the one as well as the other before God is employed 
in the act of predestination with regard to him,—possesses 
it, I mean, in respect of the Divine consideration. And I 
state this in general terms, because those things, both natu- 
rals and supernaturals, have been conferred on the whole — 
species; the former simply, the latter under condition, if the 
original of the species preserved those things for himself. 
Hence I conclude: If those things wero conferred on the 
spocios, thon they wore conferred by a decree of Providence, ns 
the latter is distinguished from the former, [predestination :] if 
conferred under condition, yet they were not conferred by a 
decree of predestination, which confers no gilt under condition. 

Hence, then, it is plain, that my argumentation is _ 
sound. For, if man was created by God under that con- © 
dition, that he should possess not naturals alone, but 
supernaturals also, whether by the same act of creation, or 
by another act of superinfusion, (about which I have never 
contended,) it follows that in the acts of predestination and 
reprobation, which separate men, God could not have dealt 
with men as considered “in pure naturals.” But you after- 
wards seem to allow this too, that man may have had 
supernaturals also in his primeval state, but by addition 
upon nature, not by the act of creation which is the prin- 
ciple of nature. I accept this, and thence conclude: Because 
all the posterity of the first man possessed in him those 
things which. he possessed, (for, all that he was, we also 
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wore in him, as it is in Thesis 40 of the disputation ‘COR 


Original Sin,” before quoted,) the one kind by nature, the 
~ othors ‘by tho arrangoment of graco, it honce follows that 


in tho deereo of which wo aro treating God could not have 
dealt with man considered ‘in pure naturals.” Nay, nor 
with man considered as possessed of supernaturals: for as 
such he could not be passed by, or at least he has not been 
passod by, unless under tho foresight that he was about to 
loso those supernaturals by his own transgression and sin. 

As to what you say, that those things, however truc they 
may be, yet do not contradict that opinion which considers 
man in general ; it would have weight, if it had been proved 
that man could be considered or had been considered in 
gencral by God when decreeing. . But I think that these 
arguments of mine have force even against that opinion. 
For if God could not consider man in “ pure naturals,” 
if not in “ supernaturals,” if not ‘“ without sin,” when 
regarding him as the object of the act of predestinating 
and reprobating, then also He could not consider him in 
general. For general consideration was excluded by the 
neccessary consideration of some particular circumstance 
which was the formal ratio of the object: outside of which 
formal ratio God could not consider man, whon dealing with 
man in that deeree. And furthor, when a circumstance which 
gonurul consideration comprohands under ilsoll ts oxoludad, 
low can gonoral consideration still havo place ? car 

What you say about tho “ essontial ” and tho “ yospoctivo 
image, if it has this sense, that the essential image compre- 
hends truth and righteousness and holiness, and yet is entirely 
natural to the man, as it seems may be collected from some 
of the authorities adduced by you; then I say openly that 
I cannot approve of those statements : nay, I believe alee 
to havo proved tho contrary. But if you call the essential 
image all that which man possesses essential a etal 
according to the image of God, Iagree. Thus the eae 
tive” image will embrace what I call * supernaturals an 
“ aecidentaries.” But because, if those things are premised 
which I have stated, this does not tend to the destruction of 
my opinion, I proceed to my second argument. — ane 

It is to this effect: Because no love of God 18 found with 
election, or will of God having reference to men in het 
modes, or act of God having diverse aspects, except alter sin 


¢ ey 
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had entered into the world, or was considered by God as 
having entered. If this reason be true, it overthrows also 
the opinion which speaks of man considered “in general.” 
For if thore is no oloction and roprobation by God rospoct- 
ing men except after the entrance of sin, then man has been 
considered not in general, but precisely with the circum- 
stance of sin. But this is opposed with ‘‘ authority, reason, 
example.” The authority has been taken from three places 
of Scripture: Romans ix., ph. i., Matt. xxv. Nono of these 
is in opposition to me, since I do not deny that election and 
reprobation have been made from eternity ; nor do I say that 
sin is the cause of the decree, but only the condition required 
in the object. 

The passage in Romans ix. is not opposed to my view. — 
First, Because Jacob and Esau were then already conceived 


_ in sin when those words of Rebecca were spoken, as is clearly 


manifest from the text. But as to their being said to have 
‘done neither good nor evil,” that must be understood about 
that which should discriminate between them, asis explained - 
by Augustine in several places.. The Apostle therefore puts 
aside all reference to the sin by which they might have been 
distinguishod, not to that of which they both were equally 
guilty. Secondly, Bocanse ho attributes all things to tho 
calling of God ‘who calleth,” which is of ‘ moroy,” and is 
mado uso of Lowardy simon vlone Mhindly, Boone the 
purpose of God,” which ‘is sure” on the part of Him that 
culloth, “ not of works,” is a gracious purposo in Christ, con. 
cerning the promise of which it is said, (Rom. iv. 16,) ‘To 
the end that it might be sure to all the seed, of faith, and 
by grace:” of faith, to wit, of Christ or in Christ, which 


‘ belongs to sinners alone: for he who has not sinned, does not . 


require faith in Christ, since by the law he can obtain right- 
eousness and thence life. Let these things be taken in answer, 
with reference to that quotation, just as if it must be under- 
stood respecting the proper persons of Esau and Jacob without 


- the type. But far other is the meaning of that passage, as 


could be proved if necessity demanded it. 
I come to the passage cited from Ephes. i. This is so far 
from being contrary to my opinion, that I shall hereaiter 


' prove my view more strongly from that very place. For 


election is said to be made from eternity: I confess it to be 
so. It is said to be made in Christ: I agree to it. It is said 
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. 


to be made ‘unto the adoption of children by Christ:” I 


assent, but do not see that these statoments at all prevent its 
being true also, that sin is a condition required in the object 


of election and reprobation. All regard to us, as the cause 
of our clection, is taken away. Predestination precedes tho 
persons in respect of their actual existence, not as they aro 
considered by God. It foretclls causes actually existing by 


themselves, but not as forescen by God from eternity ; though 


in God’s prevision they exist not as causes of predestination, 
but as the condition required in the object. 

In Matthew xxv. they are called ‘‘ blessed of the Father” 
who are about to possess “‘ the kingdom prepared for”? them 
from the mere blessing of God; but by that blessing in Christ, 
by which the curse is taken away which those very “‘ blessed” 
had then already-mctited in God’s foreknowledge, before they 
were blessed in Christ. But the “ kingdom” which was pre- 
pared for them by the blood of Christ, is the kingdom to which 
they are raised from the ignominy and servitude of sin. If 
your worthiness had considered what it is that is in con- 
troversy, you would never have imagined, I think, that those 
passages could be made use of against me. 

Those reasons do no greater injury to my view; for they 
fight against the opinion which makes sin the cause of the 


decree, not against that which wants sin to be the condition 
‘yoquired in tho object. Icomo to each separately. As to tho 


Virst I say, that my opinion is neither the antecedent nor the 
consequence of any absurdity, until it be so demonstrated, 
Tho Sccond and Third reagons chango the state of the ques- 


tion. For they exclude sin from that decree as the cause on 
~ account of which God adopted sons to Himself, or from which 


He made that decree: about which there is here no question. 
I say, therefore, in answer to the Second, that we are here 


- dealing with the adoption made in Christ, which falls to no 
one’s lot except by faith in Christ, to which we are not born, 


put are born again by God. Whence it is proved that it is of 


sinners, and from sinners equal in sin, not from men equal 


in nature. To the Third I answer: First, it must be judged . 
- from God’s word what more or legs befits the wisdom and 


grace of God. Secondly, I say that it is equally befitting to 
God’s wisdom and grace that He should adopt sons from 
non-sinners and from sinners, and vice versd, if He so wills. 


For what is said about the hypothesis of such contemplation 


7 


j 
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is outside of our purposo. Thirdly, That the wisdom and 
grace according to which God adopts sons to Himself from 
among men, is that ‘‘ hidden wisdom which God had ordained 
before the ages to our glory, which none of the princes of — 
this world knew,” which wisdom is “Christ Josus crucificd,” 
which is “to the Jews a stumbling-block;” and that grace 
has been joined with mercy; grace which is bestowed on the 
sinner,—which is in Christ. In truth, this tends much more 
illustriously to the glory of God than grace as it is contra- 
distinguished from mercy ; and so much more 50, indeed, by 
how much he is more unworthy who has deserved ill than he © 
who has deserved nothing, whether evil or good. 
The example of the angels has already been shown to be not 


-similar, but dissimilar: for God willed to take care for the 


salvation of men in another mode from that of angels; 
therefore the ratio of the predestination of men and of angels 
is different. God put His image in both, but under a different 
condition: namely, to be preserved in some of the angels, 
restored in none; to be preserved in none of mankind, to be 
restored in some men. As Augustine says, God so tempered 
the natures of angels and of men that He might showin them, ~ 
first what their free will could do, then what the benefit of 
His grace could achieve; preserving grace in angels, restoring 
grace in men. He demonstrated in angels how much the 
former grace might avail, that is, grace distinguished from 
mercy. He showed in men how much the latter would avail, 
that is, grace joined with mercy; and both according to His 
own cternal purpose. Because, then, He docs in men what 
He does not do in angels, and in angels what He does not do 
in men, and that indeed according to the decree of predesti- 
nation; I hence conclude that there is one rule of Divine 
predestination with respect to angels, another rule with 
respect to men. There is therefore no ‘love of God with 
election ” respecting men without ‘‘the contemplation of sin.” 


‘About angels there has been no question between us; and I 


in my reasoning made express mention of men: wherefore, 
what is proved with reference to angels has nothing to do with 
the refutation of my reasoning. 


THE ELEVENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


SrconDLy, as regards election, ; 
1. Election is said to have been made in Christ, who was 
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ordained Mediator for sinners, and became Jesus, not to save 


gome in their own pure nature, but to savo His people from | 


their sins. He is said to have been pre-ordained, and we in 
‘Tlim; and Tio, in tho ordor of nature and causos, before us: 
THe, ordained a Saviour; we, to be saved. But in Christ, 
being such, and s0 considered, as the Scripture describes Him 


to us, man could not be considered as constituted in pure 


‘naturals. Much less, then, could he be elected in Him. 
2. Election is said to have been made “ of grace,” which is 
-contradistinguished in a twofold manner from nature, both 
as pure and considered dmA@s, “simply,” and as guilty and 
corrupt. Understood in the former way, it signifies the 
progress of goodness. towards the supernatural good that is to 
bo imparted to the creature capable of it by nature. In the 
latter way, it significs the further progress of goodness towards 
the supernatural good which is to be communiéated to man 
guilty and corrupt, which in the Scriptures is also called by 
the name of “mercy.” And, in my judgment, it is in this 
latter signification that “grace” is understood in the apos- 
tolical writings, especially whero cloction, justification, saneti- 
fication, &c., are treated of. Which if it is 80, then election 
“of graco” was not mudo from men in puro nature, but from 
mon considorod as in sin. 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THT ELEVENTILT PROPOSITION. 


Erection was indeed made by God the Father in Christ the 
Mediator : but that He was ordained Mediator only for sinners, 
that is not true, taken simply. Therefore the consequenco 
has no force. But further, should we grant it to be true, still 
- $t would avail nothing against those who pronounce man to 
be regarded in common in election. But,—to say nothing of 
that mediation which is attributed to Christ in creation and 
nature: “All things were made by Him, and without Him 
was nothing made that was made: in Him was life, and the 
Vife was the light of men,” &c.; (Johni.;) “By whom God 
~ made the worlds,’ (Heb. i.,) &e.,—that He was not ordained 
Mediator solely for sinners, I demonstrate. most clearly by a 
gingle argument, 


To whomsoever Christ has been given as Head by the | 


Father to ctornity, of them He is the Mediator: He was 
_ given as Hend to angels and men by the Father: Therefore 
Fo is the Mcdiator of tho latter and the former. But the 
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angels have not sinned: therefore Ho was not ordained 
Mediator for sinners only. Let us, if you please, examine 
each particular, that we may get more complete understanding 


‘of the mattcr. When we say the Head, wo consider three 


things according to tho analogy of nature :—order, by which 
in very deed, and in dignity and authority, it holds the pre- 
cedence in the whole body: perfection, whereby it contains all 
senses, both interior and exterior, in itself, as their fountain, 
and the principle of their motion : vigour, lastly, as all vigour, 
sense, motion, and the whole government, is accustomed to 
flow from it into the other members. According to this 
analogy, Christ is indecd the Head of all created things in 
common; the Head, I say, of higher and lower nature, and 
of all those things which are in nature: but we soar beyond 
this universal analogy, when we contemplate the Head as 
given for eternity. Angels and men, according to God, are 
capable of eternity: to both has Christ been given as Head 
to eternity by the Father, (Rom. viii.,) not only that they may 
exist to eternity, (which belongs to the spiritual nature,) but 
also, and that specially by grace, that they may be heirs for 
ever of eternal glory, as sons of God, heirs of God, and co- 
loirg of Christ. hoso all, by tho “adoption” of graco in 
Christ Jesus, have been ordained by God to one ond, to wit, 
to soo, enjoy, and proclaim the Divino glory ; and of thom is 
constituted the mystical body of Christ, the hoavenly Church. 
Lastly, as it is the animal's head from which vigour, senso, 
motion, flow into the members of the body, in all this life; so 
in all that ctcrnal life the body grows by influence from Christ 
its Head; and each of its members thereby obtain immuta- 
bility of life, that is, eternity, because they subsist in Christ their 
Head, outside of whom they would otherwise dissolve away. 
But in what ratio Christ is Head of men and angels, in the 
same ratio is He Mediator: for, as Head, He joins to Himself 
the same whom, as Mediator, He joins to the Father. That 
Christ is Head and Mediator, is really one and the same 
thing: the diversity intervenes only by the relation, because 
Ho is called ‘‘ Head” by reason of our relation to Him, but 
Mediator” with regard to our relation to the Father. And 
yet, Christ did not redeem the angels, as He has redeemed us. 
That indeed is certain: but Mediator and Redeemer differ 
from cach other, as genus and species. Christ is to angels a 
Mediator of conservation and confirmation ; but to us a. 
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- Mediator both of redemption, and of conservation from the 


time when we have been redeemed. Thus He is called a 


- Mediator to both, although in a different mode. That pro- 


position of ours, therefore, is true. To whomsoever Christ 
has been given as Head to eternity by tho Fathor, of them He 
is also the Mcdiator: But THe was given as Head by the 
Father to angels and men: Therefore He is the Mediator 
also, as the Apostle teaches, Col. i., when he says of Christ, 


that He “is the image of the invisible God,” that is, repre- 


senting God the Father by word and work, especially to those 
whom the Father gave to Him, as their Head and Mediator ; 
“the first-born of every creature,” namely, whom God has 
predestinated ‘to the adoption of sons,” and begotten by 
grace, that they might be His sons: for the comparison is of 
“homogeneous” things, and the passage must be so under- 
stood. But afterwards, explaining both those-attributes, he 
adds, at first indeed in general-terms: ‘ For in Him were all 
things created that are in the heavens, and that are in the 
earth, visible and invisible,’ (these latter he specifies, in 
order to tear off the mask from the “ angel-worshippers,”’ 


whom in that Epistle he attacks,) “whether thrones, or ~ 


dominions, or empires, or powers: all those things were 
created by Him and for Him: and He is before all things, 


‘wad in Ulin all things consist.” But aflerwards in specilic 


torms, in respect of tho glorious body, of which To is tho 
proper Head and Mediator,— And the same is the Head 
of the body, the Church, who is the beginning,” in confirma- 
tion of grace; but, in redemption, ‘‘ the first-born from the 
dead,” of all of whom Io is the common end; ‘that amongst 
all He might have the preeminence.” . 

Tho causo is tho deerco of tho Father, predestinating tho 
Son for the sons to be adopted, since ‘‘it pleased the Father 
that in Him should all fulness dwell,” of which angels partake 


_and draw forth, “and by Him to reconcile all things to Himself, 
-peace having been made by the blood of His cross,” &e, He 


explaing still more clearly in chap. ii., when, deterring from 


the worship of angels under the guise of philosophy, ho says, 
“For in Him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily : 


and ye are complete in Him, who is the Head of all empire 


and power,” that is, angelical, to the worship of which they 


were solicited. Jor afterwards in the samo place he affirms 
of oyery one who solicits them to the worship of angels, that 
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he does not ‘‘retain this Head,’”’ (he had mentioned Him as 
the Head of angels,) ‘from which all the body, by joints and 
bands nourished and knit together, increaseth with the increase 
of God.” So likewise Eph. i. Which things since they are 
0, it must by all means be laid down that He was appointed 
a Mediator for sinners; but not only for them, since Ie is 
also the Mediator of the angels who have remained in their 
original state: but that He was ordained Redeemer only for 
sinners. ‘ Te 

And we can express this same thing in another way, if we 
say, that He was ordained Mediator, as well for those who 
could gin, lest they should sin, as for those who had sinned, 
that they might be saved from their sins. Both modes of 
interpretation amount to the same thing. It is just the same 
with the name Jesus. But what need is there of many words? 
We say that He was ordained Mediator both for the standing 
and the fallen, Redeemer only for the fallen: for the standing, 
that they may persevere; for the fallen, that they may riso 
again and persevere. Therefrom it follows,—the same kind 
of argument being plainly observed,—that since election is 
said to be made in Christ, God therefore had regard to manin - 
general, not yet created, to wit, in Himself, and ereated in 
nature, standing and fallen: but that is, ‘‘ considered also in 
his own puro nuturo;”. which youdony. ‘Tho roasoning is 
tho same with regard to what follows. 

I como to the Second argumentation. ‘Ilection,” you 
say, ‘was made from grace: Grace is spoken of in a twofold 
manner, when it is opposed to nature; and in its latter 
signification it is to be received in this argument: Thereforo 
it was not made from men considered in pure nature,” &e. 
Do you not seo, my brother, that in this argument the con- — 
sequence has no force, being “from non-divided to divided,” 
as they call it, and that it is an equivocation? In the pro- 
position grace is spoken of in the general, in the assumption 
in an opposite manner: in the former simply according to 
its own essence, in the latter according to something; namely, 
according to the different modes of the object, which have 
nothing 10 do with the essence of grace. Why shall we not 
rather argue thus?—Election is from grace: Grace has 
reference to those whom it sets up, and those whom it restores 
in the good, delivered from the evil: Therefore election has 
reference to the same. For whatis said in the general, nature: 
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and reason demand should be understood in the general, 
unloss the necessity of the subject predicatiyely, or the limita- 
tion by the adjunct, should restrict it. But, that election is 
spoken of in the general, is proved most clearly by a com- 
parison of angels and men. 

You say that “‘ grace’ is understood in the latter signifi- 
cation in the apostolic writings in this and like arguments.” 
Rightly ; but this is not done by a restriction of the word 

grace,” which in God and by God embraces all things, but 
kara tt, by restriction of the object: the restriction is in the 
object, that is, man, not in the thing adjoined to him. What! 
if a farmer should have commanded his servant to cultivate 
a ficld, which ficld must first be cleared, then ploughed, 
afterwards sown, &c.; would you-therefore have restricted 
the word “cultivate” to a single operation? That which is 
gencral or common, remains general and common, nor is its 
generality impaired on account of the special aspects of the 
object. You see, then, a consequence deduced from a faulty 
argumentation is of no avail; nor is what was said simply 
‘and absolutely to be restricted to a merely relative meaning. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
ELEVENTH PROPOSITION. 


Ting two arguments, as they aro most firm, so thoy romain 
unmoved hy your answors. T will show this with vospoot to 
tho former ono. Its power and strength consist in this, 
that tho oloction of mon is said to havo boon mado in Christ, 
ns tho Modiator betwoon God and sinful men, that is, as 
Reconciler and Redeemer. Whence I have drawn this con- 
clusion :— 3 

Whoever have been elected in Christ as Mediator between 
God and sinful men, that is, as Reconciler and Redeemer,— 
they have been considered as sinners by God when electing : 

But all men who have been elected in Christ have been 
elected in Christ as Mediator between God and sinful men, 
- that is, as Reconciler and Redeemer : ' a 
- Therefore all men who have beon: elected in Christ havo 
been considered as sinners by God when electing. 

The major is plain. For, First, Non-sinners do not stand 
in ncod of a Reconciler and Redecmer. But election is an 
action in the highest degree necessary to those who are elected. 
Secondly, Because Christ Himself was not considered by God 
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as a Mediator of redemption, except as He was appointed 
such for those who sinned, For the prevision of sin, in God, 
preceded in order the decree by which He ordained His Son 
as the Mediator, who, being so constituted towards God in 


behalf of men, should offer victims for gins. Thirdly, 


Because tho election of men by God is not mado except in a 
ae 9 as having obtained eternal redemption by His own 
ood. 

The minor is evident. For Christ is not the Mediator 
for men with God, except as Reconciler, Redcemer, and Adyo- 
cate of sinners: tho Modiator, I say, who by the act of Hig 
mediation bestows salvation on those whose Mediator He is. 
(1 Tim. ii. 5, 6; Heb. viii. 6, et seq.; Heb. ix. 15; Heb. xi. 
24.) Hence follows the conclusion ; because the premises are 


. true, and consist of three terms only, and ‘are arranged in 


legitimate form. 

. Now let us see what is brought in opposition. Christ, you 
say, was not ordained Mediator only for sinners: therefore 
the consequence does not hold good.’ Supposing your antece- - 
dent true, still it does not follow therefrom that my conse- 
quence does not hold good. For I have not said in my pre- 
mises that Christ was ordained Mediator only for sinners ; 
nor is this disctissod botwoon us, for whom Christ is Mediator 
in general, and in what modes. But I was treating of Christ 
wd Ilo was spooiully ordained Mediator for mon: but He was 
not ordaincd Mediator for thom oxcopt as sinnors : for IIo was 
appointed Mediator to tuke away the ging of the world. 'Lhis 
therefore is what is treated of, how He is the Mediator of 
men. ‘There is therefore here committed the fallacy of 
ignoratio elenchi, and that of arguing from what is said secun- 
dum quid, relatively to a special case, to what is said simply 
and generally. For I treat of the mediation of Christ secun- 
dum quid, namely, as He undertook it for men: you treat of : 
His mediation considered simply and universally. But you 
rightly disjoin therefrom the consideration of mediation, which 
is attributed to Christ in creation and nature: for that is 
altogether of another kind and mode. For according to the 
former He is the Mediator from God to His creatures ; accord- 
ing to the latter, the Mediator of the creatures with God: for 
the former belongs to all creatures; the latter, to those only 
which have been made in the image of God: the former tends 
to institute the communication of created and natural good to 
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ull croatures ; tho lutter, to bestow on rational eroatures par- 
ticipation in infinite and supernatural good. You prove that 
the Mediator was ordained not for sinners only: but without 
_ any necessity ; for this is not the point in discussion between 
wi. You should havo proved that Ho was a Mediator of men, 
not sinners; which I know you are unwilling to do, as 
having loarned otherwise from the Seriptures. 

But let us look at the argument. ‘‘He was ordained 
Mediator for the angels also: But the angels did not gin ; 
- Therefore He was constituted Mediator not only for sinners.” 
I can concede the whole; for it makes nothing against me, 
who did not say that Christ was universally ordained Mediator 
only for sinners. For I restricted His mediation to men, to 
the work of their salvation, to the mode in which salvation 
was provided for thom. Whence, if this is true, as it is, 
I conclude that my argumentation remains firm ‘and unmoved, 
by which I have proved that in Christ as the Mediator of men 
with God sinners only were elected. I should wish your 
Revorence always to remember that there.is no controversy 
between us about the election of angels, or the mediation 
by which thoy have been saved, but that wo aro discussing 
only wbout the election and .reprobation of men, and about 
dhe modo of mediation hy whieh they obtain salyation. Tor 
so you will poreciye that those vory things which when taken 
vonormly me nob brie, wre yory bruo who appliod to tho 
special caso of men. s 

"hore is no nocd, thon, for mo to consider whut is satd 
respecting Christ as the Mediator of angels. But if by 
your good leave I may be allowed to occupy myself about 
that also, I will ask for proof of that proposition in which you 
say, that Christ is the Mediator of those to whom He has 
been given as Head by the Father. For I think that there 18 
not wanting cause for me to deny that postulate of yours. Tor, 
in Philippians ii. Christ is said to have received ‘“ name 
above every name,” so that even heavenly things are bound 
to adore Him, because that, when He was in the form of God, 
« Ho humbled Himself even to the death of the cross.” Where 
we sce that the cause why He was constituted Head even of 
heavenly things is this, because He has performed the function 
of Mediator for men with God by His own blood and death. 


“Tf He were the Mediator of angels, that cause could not. 


rightly be alleged as the reason why He should be constituted 
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TTcad of tho angels also; but that mediation was to bo addueod 
in : place of a cuuse.. lor thoge two names, * Fond n 
and ‘‘ Mediator,” seem to me to have this order and respect 
that the latter belongs to Christ first, the former afterwards, 
anil, indood, that numo of “ILoud” on account of this of 
‘* Mediator.” For by the act of mediation He acquires to 
Himself the right of dominion, the possession of which the 
Father delivers to Him when He gives Him the illustrious 
title of Head. Which is also tho moaning of that distinction 
made use of in theological schools: ‘‘ Christ is Mediator by 
merit and efficacy :” first by merit, then by efficacy. For by | 
His merit He obtains for Himself a people, the good things 
necessary to that people’s happiness, and the right and 
power to bestow those things upon His people: whence flow 
the titles of ‘‘ Head, Saviour, Leader, Prince, Lord ;” accord- 
ing to which, in virtue of His efficacy, He flows into Hig 
people by the actual communication of those blessings which 
He has obtained by the merit of His death. . 

In Hebrows ii. Christ is said to have takon on Tim, “not 
angels, but the seed of Abraham.” [Verse 16.] If noe what 
our divines say is valid, that this assumption was mado that 
Iie might discharge the office of mediation in behalf of those 
Whoso nature To assumed, your Worthiness soos that it may 
bo thence concluded, that since Ho did not assume “ angols " 
Whit in, tho mnygoliont madure, to liad noel porformed mnodlation 
in their behalf. Add what our theologians very often say, 
that Christ is nob» Mediutor exeopl us Lo ig in the middie 
between God and man; which they interpret of the human - 
nature assumed into personal union by the Word (Aédyas), so 
that in this way He would be in the middle, by partaking with 
the Father by reason of His Divinity, and with us as ie His 
humanity. And hence He is called “‘ Emmanuel” in a two- 
fold sense: first, because He is God and man in unity of 
person ; and then because, being such, He has conjoined God 
and men by His office of mediation. But He is not in the 
middle between God and angels. I adduce what is said in 
Hebrews v. 1: “ Every high priest is taken from among men 

and is appointed for men in those things which (are to be 

transacted) with God.” But Christ was not taken from among 

angels: therefore He was not appointed for angels in those 

things-which have to be transacted with God on behalf of 

angels. Nay, I confidently assert that nothing is’ done for 
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_ the sake or on behalf of angels with God by means of any 


mcdiation whatever. I add yet another thing. A mediator 
ought not to be inforior in nature to those for whom ho por- 
forms mediation: But Christ according to His human nature, 
which was subject to death, is “‘lower than the angels:” 
(Heb. ii. 9:) Therefore He is not the Mediator of the angels. 
Lastly, to conclude, I say: Angels are “‘ ministering spirits,” 


’ who are “sent forth to minister for the sake of them who shall 


be heirs of salvation.” [Heb.i.14.]  ‘‘ God hath not subjected 
the future world to angels,” [Heb. 11. 5,] but to Christ Jesus 
first, secondarily to all His brethen, whose nature He sancti- 
fied in Himsclf, and elevated with Himself to that dignity. 
Thereforo Christ is-not the Mediator of angels. But some 


one will say, “hen, can Christ in no senso bo called tho 


Mediator of angels?” I answer: He is called Mediator in a 
twofold way,—either as the creatures’ Mediator with God, 
or as God’s Mediator towards the creatures. I deny that 
Christ is the angels’ Mediator with God: but I do not dispute 
that He is God’s Mediator towards the angels. For this 
coincides with the notion of the ‘“‘Head;” which name, I 
allow, bolongs to Christ in respect of the angels, although on 
a different ground from that on which He is the Head of 


—belioving men. Ior tho union which oxists betwoon Christ 


and holiovors is closer and moro intimato than that which 
exists botwoen Him and tho angols, on account of the cousub- 
slantialily of tho human nature, from which angels aro 
alien. 

But enough of these things: whether they are so or not, 
is a point that neither helps nor hinders my course of argu- 
ment. You are, however, in entire agreement with me, when 
you say that He was appointed Redeemer only for the fallen, 
For I thence conclude my proposition :—Therefore in the 
Redeemer none but the fallen were elected. or men were 
not elected that they might stand, but that they might rise 
again and stand fast, as you have rightly noted. But how 
can you conclude, that since election was mado in Christ,— 
tho election, I mean, of men in Christ the Redeemer, (for so 
must those words be supplemented,)—it hence follows that 
Godregarded (thatis, within His own mind) man inthe gencral, 


asnot yetcreated,and as ereatedin nature, standing, and fallen? | 


I think that the opposite can be, and ought to be, concluded 
therefrom :—Therefore God in His election regarded only the 


Nn 
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fallen. For in election He had regard to the Red 
[Christ] is the Redeemer of none a the fallen. eee 
As rogards the lattor argument, tho form of answer is tho 
same, I do not use the word “ grace” equivocally ; I do not 
use it at once undividedly and dividedly. I allow that it is 
used in a twofold sense,—for the grace of conservation, and 
for that of restoration : I allow that it is used for grace taken 
undividedly and simply, and for grace taken distinctly, sepa- 
rately, and dividedly; that is, for erace of either conservation 


. or restoration. But what has this to do with the matter ? 


Supposing I used the word in its general and ambiguous 
meaning, do I therefore commit an equivocation? But I 
have used the word here and everywhere in tho samo manner, 
for that grace according to which some men have been elected. 
That is the grace by which restoration and the means to it 
have been prepared; not by which conservation and its 
means have been destinated. For this latter grace was not 
conferred on men. From the former grace alone as many ' 
men as are saved obtain salvation. In the proposition there- 
fore the word “grace” is used in opposition to some other 
sense, and in the assumption it is used in opposition, and 
neither here nor there in the general, as can be made clear 
from this syllogism :—Whosoover havo beon cloctod uecord- 
ing to the graco of rostoration which was conjoinod with 
iorey, Which hus place only wilh regard to sinnors, they have 
boon considorod as sinnors by Tin who oloots: Bub wll mon, 
when elected, were elected according to the grace of restora- 
tion, which is conjoined with mercy, which has place only 
with regard to sinners: Therefore all men elected were con- - 
sidered as sinners by Him who elects. 

Grace is everywhere so called secundum quid, with respect 
to men, neither here nor there in common or simply. Nay, it 
cannot be used in common and simply, where one is treating 
of election either of angels or of men distinctly and in opposi- 
tion. For neither the former nor the latter were elected or 
saved by grace taken simply; but both by grace taken in its 
distinctive meaning; angels by the grace of conservation, men 
by the grace of restoration. 

But when one is treating of election generally and without 
distinction, then one must treat of grace and its cause univer- 
sally, simply and without distinction: for gencrals must be 


assigned to the genus, which afterwards may be applied to each 
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species according to their modes. Wherefore that argumen- 
tation of yours is beyond the pale of our controversy :— 
“Blection is from graco: Grace has respect to those whom it 
causes to stand, and whom it sets up again in the good, being 
pot froo from ovils Mlockion therefore has regard to tho samo.” 
Wor we are not treating of election in general and simply, in 
which case the word “‘ grace” would have to bo taken gene- 
rally ‘in the way of instruction:” but we are treating of the 
election of men: wherefore the general word “‘ grace” should. 
have been restricted to the grace according to which men have 
Deon elected. Therefore it is beside our purpose to say, Graco 
has regard to those whom it causes to stand: for this grace of 
which we are treating has not regard to those whom it causes 
to stand: for grace causes no man to stand, it only sets up 
again those about-whom it has been occupied. But you say 
that grace is one in essence, both that which causes to stand, 
and that which sects up again; and that it is distinguished 
and restricted only by reason of its object. What if 1 should 
concede this? Nevertheless my conclusion will remain un- 
shaken. For the question between us is about the object and 
its formal ratio, by reason of which you say that grace 1s re- 
stricted and distinguished. But that restriction of the object 
is of such force that grace, which you say is one in essence, 
ought to be otherwise explained and applied to the object when 
a sinner, than to the non-sinuer ; yea, and ought also to make 
use of other acts of its own in taking care of the one, than 
thoso which it uses in taking care of the other. Wherefore 
there is in the addition also a restriction, but one consequent 
“from the necessity of the restricted object. That distinction, 
however, suffices for the conclusion which I want. mee 
For the question is not about objects of election differing 
in essence from one another, but about the diverse consider- 
ation, and the diverse formal ratio, of the object, which is 
one and the same in essence. I will illustrate this with a 
‘simile. Justice in God is one essence, namely, that which 
assigns to each its own: to the obedient, that which is his 
by Divine promise ; and to the sinner, that which is his accord- 
- ing to Divine threatening. But from this, that justice applies 
to the object the retribution of punishment, we necessarily 
- gather that that object is worthy of punishment, and therefore 
is liable to sin. So also is it with regard to grace. Grace 
- therefore is one indeed in essence, but varies in mode; it 1s 
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one with regard to its beginning and end; but it ig diversified 
with regard to its progress, degrees, and means: it is one 
when taken simply and in the general; it is twofold when. 
taken in opposition and distinctively, at least in respect of the 
opposed and distinct acts. But T, in all this argumontation of 
inno, have taken grace secundum quid, in a ecrtain relation, 
as it is varied in mode, progress, degrees, and means, and as 
it is taken oppositely and dividedly. There is therefore 
no equivocation committed here; no argument drawn from 
non-divided to divided; no fallacy from what is said simply 
or absolutoly, to what is said rolatively. 

But however true these things might be, they would, you 
say, tell not at all against those who pronounce man to be re- 
garded in general in election. Nay, these very arguments 
prove it impossible for man to be regarded in general in elec-_ 
tion. For if he was considered in gencral, then was he elected 
by grace taken in general; for a general object demands a 
general cause: But man was not elected by grace taken in 
general; but was elected by it taken opposedly, distinctly, 
dividedly: Therefore man was not considered in general, but 
restrictively, with the circumstance of sin. Likewise: If man 
was considered in general, then he was elected in a Mediator 
considered generally and without distinction: But he was not 
elected in a Mediator considered generally, but in ono consi- 
dered distinctly, as a Redeemer: Therefore he was not consi- 
dered in general in election, but restrictively, with the circum- 
stance of sin; which was to be proved. | 

The simile of tilling a field does not contradict, but, rather, 
supports this opinion. For if a farmer delivers to his son, to 
be cultivated, a field which is overgrown with briers, and which 
therefore requires culture joined with clearing away, then the 
word ‘‘ cultivate,” although, when taken universally, it may | 
not be restricted to clearing away, yet, when applied to a field 
of that sort, necessarily includes the act of purgation. Whence 
it follows, that if that field cannot be cultivated except by the 
act of purgation, then it has been overgrown with thorns and 


briers. ‘To which the analogy is, that if a man cannot be 


saved except by the act of restoration, then he isa sinner; for 
a, sinner alone is capable of being restored, and that grace of 
restoration alone is adapted for his case. 
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THE TWELY TH PROPOSITION or ARMINIUS. 


Tumory, with rogard to non-election or preterition, Non- 
olection, or pretorition, is an act of tho Divino pleasure, by 
which God determines not to communicate to some men 
‘supernatural felicity, (but to give them only natural or ani- 
mal felicity, if they shall have lived in accordance with 
nature): But God by an act of this kind does not deal with 
men as considered in puro naturals: Therefore God does not 
pass by certain men considered in pure naturals. The truth 
of the minor is proved from this: 1. Because there is no 
natural felicity of this kind which can be as it were the end of: 
man, and his final aim. Not actually: for no one cither over 
was oris so happy. Nor by near possibility according to God’s 
decree, whether considered absolutely,—for no man will be 
happy in an animal manner; or conditionally,—for neither 
has God destined felicity of this kind for any man under condi- 
tion ; for it would be under condition of obedience, and that 
God rewards with supernatural felicity. 2. Because sin is the 
meritorious cause of the act of the Divine pleasure, by which 
He determines to deny to any one spiritual or supernatural 
blessedness by means of-union with Him and His indwelling.* 
Isaiah lix.: ‘‘ Your iniquities separate between you and your 
God.” (Vorso 2.] Nor can that denial of felicity, namely, 
‘whon mado to a man, bo considored othorwiso than as a 
punishment, which sin necessarily precedes in act, ave the 
“provision of futuro sin precedes its being ordained. Thoso 
-urgunonts are of forco with rogard to the rest of tho questions 
also. 

ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE TWELFTH PROPOSITION. 


Tue definition of non-election or preterition (which Augus- 
tine calls also “rcliction”’) is far from just, on three accounts. 
1. Because the difference which is laid down is there as an 
accident. For if the difference is present as an accident, the 
definition is not a good one. But the essential difference 
of election and reprobation is ‘‘ in the adoption of sons through 

Jesus Christ to God the Father ;”’ the accidental corollary of 
which is supernatural felicity. (Eph. i.; Rom. viil.) 2. Next, 
Because the thing defined is not referred to the former end, 
but to the latter, which is a faulty one. For the former end 
is union with God by adoption ; but the latter and, as we have 


: * Augustine, De Peccatorwn Meritis, lib, i. cap. 19, 
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said, accidentary ond is happinogs. 8. Thirdly, Because the 
definition is redundant: for what bolongs to position is addod, 
When yot tho thing defined belongs to pure negation ; when you 
say, “ But to give them,” &c. Which also is added faultily 
and falsely : for non-election or preterition does not give that, 
but supposes further that God does not give it to them, to 
whom it has already been given. And this for the major. 
The minor is denied: for God in this act regards man in 
general: therefore also in this mode He regards him in 
general. So you see the whole argumentation is false. You 
use two arguments for the confirmation of the minor, The 


_ first confirms that part of the definition which we havo denicd_ . 


to belong to the definition: thercfore it ig nothing to us. 
However, as you furnish an occasion, it will be allowable 
to hint about some things. It denies that “‘any felicity of 
this kind is natural, which may be as it were the end of man, 
and his final aim.” If you say so about this corrupt nature, 
I allow it: for an evil tree does not bring forth good fruit, 
much less does it acquire good for itself. If you are speaking 
of upright nature, such as was at first in Adam, I deny it. 
For its natural felicity would have belonged to an upright . 
nature, though afterwards by God’s grace to be absorbed in 
tho supornatural, so to speak: and this {clicity has boen ag 
it were the natural ond of an upright man, and his oxtremo 
natural nim. What! do not all natural things desire their 
own good? But sinco nature desires nothing by itself which 
may not bo, (for it is absurd to desire what exists not, not 
even in possibility ; but nature, the work of the most wiso Arti- 
ficer, is not foolish,) it surely follows that the good of any- 
thing whatsoever exists in nature in possibility, even though 
the thing does not attain it; just as, if the thing does attain it, 
it exists actually. But if this is the condition of all natural 


- things, consider, I beseech you, my brother, with what amount 


of truth it may be said of man that he is without natural 
felicity and a natural end, when all other things in nature are 
situated otherwise. Nature certainly could not have been SO. 
blindinthat its most excellent workmanship, whilst inall others 
it had such’fine perception. ‘‘ But it never existed,” you say. 
I allow it: for Adam fell in the very way ; but it existed in the 
future. “Nay, neither did the power, or possibility, ever 
exist,” you say. It is false ; for God had destined that happi- 


nees for man under condition of his keeping in the way. 
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I prove this from the words of God Himself, Gen. u1.: “In 
the day that thou eatest of the fruit of that tree, dying thou 
shalt die.” [Verse 17.] What is death, unless there is pri- 
vation ? What is privation, unless there is possession? Adam, 
then, was deprived of natural life, and of that happy consti- 
tution of his, which he enjoyed in Eden: otherwise he would 
have continued in it happily, if he had remained steadfast in 
duty, until God had in him fulfilled the promise of superna- 
tural life, which the tree of life in the garden of Eden fore- 
shadowed. For, on the contrary, it follows, that if he had 
not eaten, he would not have become mortal, but would have 
been ready to migrate, living and ‘seeing, into a higher life. 
But, you observe, ‘‘ God rewards obedience with supernatural 
felicity.” He rewards indeed, but not.with that only. Con- 
jointly, it is true; exclusively, it is false : for He rewards with 
both kinds of felicity. For even at this time, when we are at 
the greatest distance from the natural condition of Adam, the 
promise is made to piety of the present and of the future life. 


(1 Tim. iv. 8.) The twofold thought, of the end and of the . 


mode, I expect, hasmisled you. You supposed that superna- 

tural end to be the only end of man. But what they say is 
most certain, that ‘‘ subordinates do not disagree.” There is 
gonatural ond. As that nature was subordinated to God, #0 
natural things were subordinated to Divine and supernatural 
things. ‘ho ond of our nature, as natural, is this, to approach 
God as nearly as possible: the supernatural end is, for man to 
bo united to God. 

Towards the former end Adam could make way by nature : 
towards the latter he could be elevated by grace. But you 
were of opinion that no mode could be found in which both 
kinds of felicity would concur. Yet two things ought to be 
observed in this case,—the one, that natural felicity was con- 
structed before supernatural; the other, that it was put as a 
basis under the supernatural. It was constructed before it, 
and was previous to it. Unless Adam was already happy in 
nature, even though he had remained upright, he would not 
have attained to the other felicity: the felicity of nature 
would have been future to him, just in proportion as he might 
have approached the supernatural. But when he had actually 
entered into supernatural felicity, then natural felicity would 
have been put as a foundation under it, which would have 


xII.] CONFERENCE WITIT JUNIUS. , 189 


been consummated in the supernatural above it. If perfection 
is added to perfection, the lesser is not taken away, but there 
is a growth of increase upon it; as fire gains increase from 
fire, the vegetative faculty from the sensitive, and both from 
the rational. The lesser lies quiescent in the greater, as in its 
beginning ; and the more it is perfected by it, the more it ceases 
to be its own, and becomes part of another perfection. So will it 
be in the resurrection of the dead, and in life eternal. The 
nature of man will be both perfected and glorified beyond the 
measure of nature. It will so obtain the perfection of nature 


| that it will be at rest in that Divine and supernatural perfec- 


tion. In short, nature will not be abolished, but will be 
clothed in a supernatural manner, as the Apostle says of the . 
body, 1 Cor. xv.: but this by the way. i 

Let the latter argumentation stand thus: “Sin is the 
meritorious cause of that negative act. Manin pure naturals 
has no sin; therefore neither has he a meritorious cause: 
and by consequent God had not any cause for that negative 
act.” ‘The whole of the prosyllogism is conceded: the con- 
sequent is denied, because it makes an inference from a 
particular: for that would be true, if the negative act of God 
were from a meritorious cause only; but this postulate is 
most forcign to the truth. Tho causo of ovory nogative act is 
cither in God or in the creature. Itis the same therefore with 
this wel. But tho causo of this act is not in tho creature: 
therefore it is in God. No one will deny the prosyllogism. In 
the sole will of God is the causo why you are not an Apostlo, 
why you do not live to the age of Adam or Methuselah: in 
man iniquity is the cause why he is far off from God, and God 
from him;.namely, in that respect in which Isaiah spoke. 
For otherwise not iniquity alone is in the cause, but the will 
of God also who, if He so willed, would take away iniquity 
as a cloud, and would move man toward Himself. | 

I prove that the cause of this act is notin the creature,—ag 
was before said in the Tenth Proposition,—First, .by the 
authority of Christ, (Matt. xxv.,)andofPaul. (Rom. viii., ix., and 
Eph. i.) Secondly, by reason: for even sin itself is not first, 
except from the negative act of God, of which negative act sin 
cannot be the cause: for the same thing cannot be the cause 
and the consequence of itself. But election and non-election « 
precede even the first sin, as we have before shown; and 


_ likewise the positive and negative acts of God precede every 
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‘act of the croature, whether good or evil. For there is no 
evil act which has not been preceded by the negative act of 
God allowing tho ovil, Adam sinned, and Evo: cortainly not 
without a negative act of God, although no sin had been 
committed by them which had merited that negation before- 
hand. What then is the cause of that negative act, except 
the most free will of God? In subsequent sins, however, let 
‘ovyon tho moritorious causo truly bo from us,—sin; and lot 
the cause be the free will of God: for He blots out even sins 
when IIo so wills; for Ilo can; and He docs not blot thom 
out, because He does not so will. But the sin, of those whose 
sins Ilo blots out, cannot, although tho moritorious cause, 
bring about the negative act of God. You see, therefore, my 
brother, that sin is indeed -the meritorious cause of that 
negative act, but neither the one nor the sole cause, nor 
always: therefore not the necessary cause. But what can 
you gather from a non-necessary accident ? \ 
Thirdly, by the example of the angels : for what kept the good 


ones from evil, and confirmed them in good? ‘The positive | 


act of God, forsooth; His wapdcracts, ‘‘ manifestation,” 
‘according to election: for they wore elected. What did not 
keep the bad ones from evil, into which they rushed of their 
own accord? Tho negative act of God according to non-oloc- 
tion or protorition, whielr Augustino calls also ‘ reliction.” 
“And tht yory thing is un act of cloction, thit tho one wore 
confirmed in good and against ovil; and that is an act of 
yoprobution, that they wore sent away who spoke a lio ‘‘of their 
own,” as Christ says, John viii., and committed sin. Although 
here always and in what follows I should wish you to remem- 
ber that itis animproper thing to substitute in the place of the 
_ proper and proximate end a remote consequent, or event, (which 
is also called “the end” in its own mode,) supernatural 
felicity. That it is the proper and nearest thing to be said, 
that sin is the meritorious cause of that Divine negative 
act, by which God does not adopt the rest of men into sonship 
to Himself by Christ; for felicity is the corollary of adoption " 
_—this, my brother, even nature itself forbids to be said by 
us. God begets sons to Himself of His own will, not from any 
| quality of theirs, whether good, 'as the elect angels, or bad, as 
jn our case. He regards all in Christ, but not in themselves, 
go that Christ may bo ‘‘ the first-born among many brethren.” 
(Rom. viii. 29.) Nature begets natural sons by their parents 


s 


XII. ] CONFERENCE WITH JUNIUS, 141 


without any reference to their own quality: and may not God 
beget adoptive sons without any reference to themselves ? Shall 
nature claim tho whole to itsolf in thoso who hoget, und ELUCO 
only a particle? God has a right to better things. 

Of the samo kind is that proposition also: that “ that 
denial of felicity, made to man, cannot be considered other- 
wise than as a punishment.” For, in the first place, it is 
wrong to discuss tho negation of folicity hero, whore we ure 
treating of the negation of adoption; which is the proper and 
proximate ond of election, as we have before said. ‘This is 
not a proposition primarily and of itself. But, in the next 
place, if adoption is being discussed, it is a false axiom : for 
punishment is not properly a negation of that adoption: 
that, indeed, is previous to the punishment, because it is pre- 
vious also to the sin, but it is not therefore punishment. For 

what antecedent can be said to be the same with its conse- 
quent, and that the most remote? But if (as you judge) it is 
spoken of felicity, neither is that axiom true universally : for 
a negation of felicity on account of sin is considered as the 
punishment of sin; but the negation of felicity on account of 
voluntary order, or the will alono, is not punishment. God 
denied supernatural felicity to Adam when upright, until he 
had fulfillod tho ordor of the way foroappointed. Tb was no 
punishment to Adam, it is no punishment to a private man, 
bhit ho is nol Cwsur: punishment, therefore, is nob of ilself 
a donial of felicity, but only by aceidont, as it follows finally, 
i thoy say, from the sin of the creature. 

With the same axe that other statement of yours is felled, 
—that ‘sin in act necessarily precedes that negation of 
felicity.” For that indeed is true concerning the negation 
of final felicity, as they call it: but we are discussing the 
negation of the principle from which felicity proceeds, that is, 
of grace, and of gratuitous adoption in Christ Jesus. There- 
fore, in order to concede.this to you, that sin in act precedes 
that negation, yet should this also be added, that God’s par- 
ticular reliction, or forsaking, precedes sin in its beginning and 
progress ; but that the foundation of that particular reliction © 
is non-election or preterition and reprobation, which we do 
not acknowledge to be the cause of sin, but its antecedent; 
just as neither is that which you say universally true, “ The 
prevision of future sin precedes the appointment of that act.” 
For the prevision of future sin is both the antecedent and the 
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~conscquent of that Divine negation ; because that Divino act 

of negation (as they call it) precedes the commission of the 
sin, but follows it in preventing final infelicity on account of 
the sins of men, as was before shown. And theso solutions 
can be very well adapted to what follows algo. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
. TWELFTH PROPOSITION. 


Derintrion and demonstration are distinguished by their 
end. For the one is for explanation, the other for proof; 


the former is used for treating a simple question, the latter 


a composite one. But my purpose here was not to explain, 


but to prove. Wherefore I thought it right to make use of 


the argument of definition so far as it would conduce to the 
‘proof of what I had“undertaken to prove ; which is the cause 
why Ihave not laboured about adapting the definition of election 
or preterition to the rule of the art {of logic]. For if what I 


lay down is true xatd qavtos, as a whole, even though it. 
does not arrive at truth «af 6dov, throughout, it would © 


suffice for me to prove what I propounded. Wherefore, 
even if we substitute those things which your Reverence thinks 
should be substituted for my dicta, my proof will nevertheless 
remain firm: and therefore that correction docs not secm to 
have been necessary to our purpose. 

I must, howover, say something in answer to that. In 
general, your sagacity could perceive that I am here treat- 
ing distinctly of predestination as it relates to glory, not 
as it rolates to grace; and of preterition with reference to 

that glory not being prepared for any one, not with reference 
to God’s determination not to communicate grace. This is 
evident from my Eighth Proposition. Wherefore I had to 
abstain from those things which are general to grace and 
glory. Amongst those generals is the adoption into sonship, 
for beginning which and carrying it forward grace is pre- 


pared ; for consummating it, glory; as you yourself observe , 


somewhere in this answer. ch 
Singly, in answer to your corrections, I say: To the Fast : 
The essential difference of election to grace and glory is 
‘contained in adoption, and that of reprobation from both in 
non-adoption. Therefore the former difference 18 not only 
of election to glory, nor the latter only of reprobation from 
glory. For the difference of the genus eannot be the differ- 
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ence of the species. Therefore no mention of adoption had 
to be made here by me, unless I had wished to teach the genus 


in the species, contrary to the law a0’ nov. 


: To the Second: I make mention of no end in that my defi- 
nition of non-clection, or rather in the part of tho definition 
which I furnished : for I had no intention to lay down a whole 
proposition. For supernatural felicity or glory is not the end 
of election, but the matter; which matter, comprehended 
under the name of “ blessing” in your Theses, you divide into 
grace and glory. But I know that supernatural felicity is 
not communicated to us except by antecedent union of our- 
selves with God; which I have signified in this same pro- 
position of mine in these words: ‘To deny supernatural — 
felicity by the union and inhabitation of Himself.” But let us 
consider the definition of preterition made use of in your 
Theses : “ Preterition is an act of the Divine pleasure by 
which God from eternity has determined to leave certain 
creatures in their own nature, and not to communicate to 
them supernatural grace, by which their nature, if upright, 
may be strengthened, or, if corrupt, may be renewed, to 
declare the freedom of His goodness.”* In those words, “to 
leave in their own nature,” either exclusion from superna- 
tural felicity is comprehended, or not. If not, the definition 
is insufficient. I think, however, that you intended to com- 
prohond that also: othorwiso the ‘'hesos ure imperfoct, as 
treating of predestination by which grace and glory is pre- 
pared for the elect, but nowhere treating of the negativo— 
act by which God does not will to bestow glory on the non- 
clect, except in those words. Although even in those words 
that preterition cannot be comprehended according to your 
sense, by which God does not will to bestow glory on any 
one: for you define preterition as contrary to the prepara- 
tion of grace, as it is in Thesis xiv.: but preparation of 
punishment is an affirmative act, by which He wills to 


inflict punishment on the sinner, opposed to glory not nega- 


tively, but affirmatively. _ Wherefore, when I wished to 
describe preterition, or non-election, as it is the act by which 
God does not will to bestow glory on some, it seemed best to 
stand in the. footsteps of you yourself, who, in your defi- 
nition of preterition, have nowhere made mention of exclu- 
sion from adoption and union with God. 

* Seo Thesis xv, at the end of this “ Conference,’—W. N, 
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To the Third: It is clear that what was interjected by 
parenthesis was added for the sake of explanation; that it 
does not come into the definition in the same order and 
way as those other things. But even that docs not seem to | 
me wrongly or falscly said, although related to that defi- 
nition in the manner you mean. For they mark not an 
affirmative but a negative act, and the emphasis is inthe sign 
of exclusion, “only.” To will to give natural felicity is an 


affirmative act, but to will to give only that is a negative 


act: for it excludes the other felicity, which God wills not 
to give. And what is the act by which God willed to give to 
some only natural felicity, except passing by or neglecting ? 
If to leave in nature is a negative act,—for otherwise it is 
wrongly added by you to the definition of non-election, 
which is opposed to predestination negatively,—I do not see 
how these words, “‘to give only supernatural felicity,” do not 
designate a negative act. If you so resolve it, that here you 
distinguish two acts,—one, by which God determines to give 
natural felicity; the other, by which He determines to give 


only that, and not any other; then I allow that that former ° 


act, a8 being affirmative, does not belong to this decree of 
preterition. Lut we have never been discussing that {clicity : 
therefore it could easily be understood that I take those words 
as they denote a nogative act, that of not giving any other 
than natural felicity. But when I wrote those lines, I thought 
of using the word “leaving” in imitation of you ; but I con- 
cluded it unfit, because it presupposes a bestowal made, and 
I held that natural felicity was not yet given, but was to be 
given if man lived obediently. In which I have you also 
assenting to me, as is evident from your answer to my Third 
Proposition, near the end. The definition therefore stands 
good ; and nothing in it can be found fault with, which cannot 
be excused by the example of your own Theses, which I in 
this treatise have continually kept before my eyes. In order 
to make this appear more plainly, I should like to place your 
definition and mine side by side with each other. 
You have defincd the pretorition by which grace is denied 


4 thus: “Preterition is an act of the Divine pleasure, by 


which God from eternity determined to leave certain creatures 
in their own nature, and not to bestow upon them supernatural 
grace, by which their nature might, if upright, be confirmed, 
or, if corrupt, be renewed, for the declaration of the freedom 
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of Tis goodness.” If we define the preterition by which glory 
is denied in analogy with the pattern of that definition, it will 
stand thus: “ Preterition is an act of the Divine pleasure by 


. which God from eternity determined to leave certain creatures 


in their own nature, and not to bestow upon them supernatural 
felicity or glory, by which their natural felicity might be 
absorbed and completed, or their ignominy might be changed 
into supernatural glory, for the declaration of the freedom of 
His goodness.” Out of which definition I cited what sufficed 
for my purpose; with no fraudulent intention, since the other ° 
things joined therewith would neither assist nor oppose my 
argument. Wherefore the major of my argument is true, 
though it be not true as a perfect definition and reciprocally. 
For from a proposition xara mdvros a true conclusion can be 
proved, according to the saying, “From all and no one.” 

I come to the minor, which I have proved by two arguments. 
The former argument is not refuted by you, because it is 
propounded in a mutilated form, and therefore is changed 
into another statement. For I do not deny that natural 
fclicity was prepared for man; but I added, “to be the end 
and extreme point of man:” by which words I signified not 
that it was prepared alone, but that it also was prepared, with 
this condition, however, that it may be absorbed by tho 
supernatural which shall succeed it. I wish the explanation 
which I add to be so understood; namely, that a natural 
felicity, which should be the end of man and his extreme 
point, can neither actually nor possibly fall to man’s lot. 
For God promises to man, under the condition of obedience, 
not natural felicity alone, but also supernatural. In which 
matter since I find you assenting to me, hence I thus conclude 
my proposition :—God willed to bestow on no man considered 
in his first nature natural blessedness alone as the extreme 
point and end of man, to the exclusion of supernatural 
felicity. Therefore God has passed no one by, considered in 
their first nature. For whether the act by which God wills 
not to bestow supernatural felicity on any one, or that by 
which Ho wills to bestow only natural felicity, be called 
“‘preterition,” which I think proper to concede, it does equally 
well for my purpose. I prove the antecedent: For all men 


are considered in Adam equally, whether in primeval nature 


or in a state of sin, unless a distinction be added by the will 
of God. But I deny that a distinction was made with regard 
VOL. II. 1 
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to the first state; and you strongthon the first reason of this 
denial, when you say that both kinds of felicity were prepared 
for man. Then again, what God has prepared by His pro- 
videneo for man, Lo doos not dony to him by pretorition 
opposed to election, except from prevision that man is not 
about to arrive thereat by the leading of Providence, but will 
of his own accord and freely turn aside therefrom. But God 


- prepared supernatural felicity for the first man, and in him 


for all: for He gave him means sufficient for obtaining that ; 
the assistance of Divine grace being added, (if indeed this is 
necessary in that state;) which He denies not to him, unless 
first He has been forsaken by him.. 

But as to your notion that I have been deceived by the 
twofold thought,—of the end, namely, and the mode; and 
that I have supposed that to be the only end of man; in that, 
my brother, you are mistaken: for my words do not by 
themselves convey that meaning; in which I openly dis- 
tinguished between the subordinate ends, when I made mention 
of natural felicity, which I denied to be the end and extreme 
of man. Therefore I have allowed that natural felicity belongs 
to man: otherwise there would have been no need of those 
words being added,—but that it does not belong to man “Os 
his ond and extromo point,” that is, beyond which nothing 
furthor could fall to man’s lot. He who allows that natural 
felicity belongs to man, but not as man’s ond and oxtremo 


point,—does not he acknowledge “the twofold end” of man, — 


the one subordinate, namely, natural felicity, and the other 
final, which is the end and extreme of man, namely, super- 
natural felicity? I do not, however, think that it can be 
truly said, that felicity is the end and extreme of man. Of 
the other things which you discourse about the order which 
there is between natural and supernatural felicity, I approve, 
as said truly and learnedly ; but, as you yourself confess, they 
are mapepya, matters treated incidentally, and do not at all 
contribute to the business of my argument. : 

My latter argument also remains firm, but may be rightly set 


forth in this way:—The act of Divine pleasure by which God 


determined to deny spiritual or supernatural blessedness to 


any man, is from the meritorious cause, which is sin : But 
preterition is such an act: Therefore preterition is from sin 
as from a meritorious cause. The reason of the major 18: 
Because that negation cannot be considered otherwise than as 
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“punishment: but sin necessarily procod its pr 
cause, according to the mode it pee : wee i fae 
that God in that act cannot be employed about man considered 
in puro naturals without sin. I will briefly confirm tho 
major and its reason; then I will examine your answer. I 
prove the major :—For what the providence of God preparad 
for man under condition, preterition does not deny to him 
unless the condition be not fulfilled, or be violated: But God 
prepared for man supernatural felicity by His providence, &e 
Then again, the passage in Isaiah plainly indicates that ‘God 
would not have deserted the Jews, unless they had merited it 
by their iniquity. I prove the reason of the major :—What- 
bver 18 contrary to the blessing of happiness, provided 
promised, and therefore due, on condition, to man as ade 

after the image of God, that cannot be considered otherwise 
than as a punishment: But the denial of the blessing of 
supernatural felicity is contrary to the blessing of happiness 
prepared for man as such; for even supernatural felicity has 
been prepared for him as such: Therefore the denial of that 
ig a punishment. And further, there is no place of Scripture 

Tam sure, from which it can be taught that that nee 
was or can be considered otherwise than as it has the notion 
of punishmont, If punishmont, thon it hag not boon provided 
except for sinners. or it is settled for us according to truth 
that punitive justice has no pluce except with regard to 
sinners. Now for your answer. My syllogism did not draw 
its inference from a particular instance. 

For that act of God of which we are treating is negative 
only from its meritorious cause: that is, it does not exist 
except from that cause, and that act of God would not be if 
that cause did not exist. The particle ‘“ only” does not avail 
to the exclusion of the will of God. For it is certain that sin 
is not the cause of punishment in act, except as the will of 

God intervenes, wishing to punish sin according to merit: 

otherwise He can take away sin, and pass over punishment. 

And how could it come into your mind that he who had laid 

down sin as the meritorious cause of punishment, wished to 

exclude the will of God? when the very nature of the meritorious 
cause demands another cause in addition to it, which may 
weigh the merit, and inflict punishment according to the 
merit. I allow that the cause of every negative act is not in 


man; but neither have I ever asserted that it was: for to what 
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purpose should I go out of my way to dispute that in general ? 


T am treating of the act of preterition or non-election, by which 


God denies to man supernatural felicity: of this I say that 
the cause is so far in man, and from man, that unless it 
existed, that act would never be about to take place. But 
you prove that the cause of this act is not in man, first, by 
authority ; then, by reason; lastly, by example. 

I deny that it is proved by the authorities set down by you. 
Let it be shown how they belong to the antecedents from which 
this consequent is deduced. Besides an answer has already 
boon given to thoso authorities, as occasion required. 

The reason which you adduce does not prove it any more. 
“The first sin,” you say, does not exist except by a negative 
act of God;” and, “The positive and negative acts of God 
precede the acts of every creature;” and, “ There is no evil 
act without its being preceded by the negative act of God, 
allowing the evil.” I concede all these, rightly understood. 
But an affirmative from genus to species is of no avail, unless 
a mark of universality be added. “ Many negative acts of 


God precede an act of sin: therefore also the negative act of | 


preterition ;”—I deny that that follows. Yet it is that act 
which wo are discussing. The first sin is from a negative 
act of God, but not from the act of pretorition. Positivo and 
nogativo acts precede every act of a creature; but the acts of 
glowbion and protorition do nob procody. Nay,”? you wsny, 
 gloction and non-cloction precede the first sin.” As oxisting 
in act, L allow ib; as foresoon by God, 1 dony it, Bub wo lve 
already discussed that point. “The most free will of Godis also 
the cause of this negative act.” Who denies it ? For itis free to 


God either to punish or to pardon sin: neither ig necessary, 


even when sin has been committed ; (understand, when He 


possible except when 


has been reconciled to the world in Christ; ) but neither is 
sin has been committed. The most free 


will of God is the cause of creation, the cause of glorification, 


and the cause of condemnation. But He creates the non- 


“existing; glorifies the existing and created, because ¢ 


alled 


also and justified ; condemns only sinners, and those who fall 


away in sins. Nothing t 


herefore is prescribed for the freedom 


of God, although we make sin precedancous to that negative 


that negative act of Go 


reverend 


act of God, and necessarily so. You see therefore, 
precedes 


Sir, that sin is the meritorious cause which necessarily 


d; and that thereforo I have rightly . 
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gathered from the cause necessarily preceding, that God is 
not in that negative act of preterition engaged about the non- 
sinner. 

The example of the angels here is not similar, as I show in 
this way. Tho negative act of God, you say, from non-clec- 
tion or preterition, which also Augustine names ‘reliction,”’ 
withheld not the bad angels from evil. But I say, the nega- 
tive act of God by which man is not prevented from evil, but ° 
is permitted to slip into sin, is not an act of preterition, but a 
negative act of providence, as it is contradistinguished from 
prodestination and preterition. I provo this by two reasons ; 
—Because, if it proceeds from a negative act of preterition, 
all men have already been passed by ; for all have sinned. Then 
again, if from a negative act of preterition, they have sinned 
irremediably without hope of pardon and remission, like the 
angels who sinned. I add a third reason,—Because any act 
of election opposed to preterition at the same moment ought 
also here to have place in respect of some men; but there is 
no such act here, nor can be, as all men are comprehended 
under that preterition. There is a great difference between - 
the negative act by which God left man in the hand of his 
own counsel, and the negative act of preterition, which is 
horo to bo considered. Nor doos it seem to mo to have much 
to do with the matter that I have put supernatural non-feli- © 
oity ag tho remote consoquont, in tho place of non-ndoption 
as tho propor and proximate end. For, besides that adoption, 
in your 'I'hosos ulroady oflon quotod, occupies tho place of tho 
form, not of the end, I assert that God, in the negative act by 
which He wills not to bestow adoption on any man, can be 
employed only about sinners; at least, was so employed. 

But, you say, ‘God begets sons to Himself by His will,” 
but from among men who are sinners. He regards them, you. 
say, in Christ, not in themselves. Therefore as sinners, I say; 
not in themselves, as having the cause in themselves why He 
should regard them ; yet in themselves, as needing that they 
should be considered in such a Mediator as Christ. ‘‘ God,” 


‘ you say, “begets His adoptive sons without regard to them- 


selves; *—without regard to themselves, I allow, as God 
may be moved to beget them; not without regard to them- 
solves, as not generation, but regeneration, is necessary for 
thom. ‘Grace claims the whole man for itself in genera- 
tion,” but it claims the whole for itself still more in regenera- 
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tion. But I tako it to bo ‘ untheological” and contrary to 
Scripture that God should beget sons from among men, under- 


standing the word “gencration” in any other sense than | 


that of regeneration. We are treating, however, of adoption 
according to the decree of predestination. 

Let us come to the reason by which the proposition of my 
syllogism is confirmed. I said, that in it that negation of 
supernatural felicity cannot be considered otherwise than asa 

punishment. The negation of felicity, I said, not of adoption. 
For I am here treating of the denial of glory, not of the denial 
of grace: to that, however, belongs non-adoption, whether to 
it alone, or to it in addition. But I should like to be taught 
how the denial of adoption to man created after the image of 
God has not the ratio of punishment, and has not been made 
on account of sin. You say, indeed, that that is previous to 
punishment, because previous also to sin. I deny both. The 
proof lies upon the assertor : but, though denying, I will ren- 
der a reason for my denial, in order to show clearly the good- 
ness of my cause. He who was made after the image of God 
is by grace of creation a son of God, as Luke says, (iii. '38,) 
‘But Adam was of God,” to wit, ‘‘ the son,” not begotten, but 
made, as the marginal annotation of Beza’s Testament has it. 
And what any one has by gift of ercation, is noi taken away 
from him, except tho dogert of sin procodes wevording to God's 
justico, Supornatural folicity, whethor that bo givon under 
condition of the obedience of the law, or according to tlio con- 
dition of tho covenant of grace, is always to be reckoned under 
tho head of heirship: but that was promiscd to Adam under 
condition of obedience: therefore Adam was then considered 
‘as a son of God. Filiation, then, cannot be denied to him, 
except on account of sin and disobedience. 

But I was discussing the denial of felicity. You say that 
that, considered universally, is not punishment ; because what 
is according to the voluntary order of God is not punishment. 
But I should like to be shown that any negation of super- 
natural felicity is according to the voluntary order of God 


without the consideration of sin. You prove it thus: ‘‘God » 


- denied supernatural felicity to Adam, until he had fulfilled the 
order of the path that would confer it: and this was not a 
punishment to Adam.”. I answer, that “the denial of super- 
natural felicity ” is used with an equivocal meaning: for there 

is one final grace of felicity, another temporal; the one is 
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peremptory, the other is under condition. The one of which 
wo aro now treating is final and poromptory : for the docroo of 
predestination and of preterition is peremptory ; and what is ' 
prepared or denied to any ono according to that decree, this 
ho will finally enjoy or be without. But you aro treating of 
temporal denial, until he fulfil the order of the way according 
to the rule of Divine justice; and of denial under condition, 
if he do not live according to the appointment of God: which 
negation is that of just Divine providence, as it is distinguished 
from predestination and preterition. Nay, that negation of 
yours cannot be made use of unless catachrestically, Forhow | 
can it be said that he denies felicity to any one, who has pro-, 

mised it under condition ? But you grant that sin precedes the 
negation of final felicity. I draw this inference therefrom : 
But preterition or non-election is the negation of final felicity: 
Therefore sin precedes preterition. You say, it must be added, 


that sin is preceded by a particular forsaking by Godinthe 


beginning and progress of sin; of which forsaking the foun- 
dation is non-election, preterition, and reprobation. I allow 
that God’s reliction precedes sin, as He leaves man in the 
hand of his own counsel: but that forsaking is not particular 
and special in respect of its beginning: for He left Adam, and 
in him all men, with that reliction; wherefore neither can 
protorition bo tho foundation of that. Lor all wore loft, in tho 
boginning of sin, But in respoct of the progross of sin it may 
bo called particular ; for some {fo vosoucs from gin, and others 
Ho loaves in sin: and the foundation of this may bo said to 
yo non-clection or protorition, as some aro left in the progress 
of sin, whilst others have been set free from sin by the gratui- 
tous election of God, directly opposed to that preterition. 


* Whence it follows that neither is it proper to say that preter- 


stion or non-élection is the antecedent of sin; since only the 
progress of sin already perpetrated is the antecedent, nay, the 
cause also, by the denial of the grace which prevents the pro- 
gress of sin. But it ig universally true that prevision of sin 
precedes the distinction of the negative act by which He is 


‘ unwilling to confer supernatural felicity on any one. For the 


act of preterition does not precede sin to be committed, as has 
often before been shown: for sin, which is common to all men, 
does not proceed from a negative act discriminating between — 
men, but from a general negative act. Preterition 18 a nega- 
tive act, not general, but discriminating between men: there- 
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foro protorition ig not an act preceding sin. And go my proofs 
agaunst your answer have been confirmed : wherofore they may 


_ also avail to decide other questions. 


THE THIRTEENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 

Now, as regards the preparation of grace, and tho passing 
by opposed thereto, the inquiry is not whcther God vouchsafes 
saving grace to some only, in what manner soever considered, 


but does not vouchsafe the same to others: for that is most 


manifest from the Scriptures in many places. But the ques- 
tion is whether God, in the act of predestination and of pre- 
terition opposed thereto, is dealing with men considered in 
pure naturals. Of that I certainly have not hitherto been 


_ able to convince myself, either from Thomas [Aquinas] or 


from the writings of the other theologians who agree with 
him. And the reasens which oppose it are of this sort. 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE THIRTEENTH PROPOSITION. 


Wr have already settled that God’s election and non-elec- 
tion deal with man in the general: and it is most true. 
Also the phrase ‘‘in pure naturals” is used ambiguously. 
Whorefore the question before us is not whether God deals 
only with men considered in pure naturals, (as you under- 
stand it,) if any ono will look more closely at the matter : 
but this rathor is tho quostion, whothor To doals also with 


men thus considered. We aflirm it: nay, though in form of 
speech it diffors from tho first opinion, yet wo hold that it » 


doos thoroughly agroo thorowith in fact; since this special 
relation is not added} either by Thomas [Aquinas] or by the 
others in order that the preceding matters may be excluded ; 
but only that in this argument the consideration of sin as a 


cause may be shut out. However, come, let us see about ' 


these arguments, just as they are adduced. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO THE 


THIRTEENTH PROPOSITION. 


Trat man, considered in general, is the object of the decree 
which we are discussing, has not become at all clear to mo 


from your answer: nay, I have proved, by many arguments 


adduced when required; that that general consideration has 
no place; and hereafter, as occasion arises, that will be 
proved by other arguments. I will not quarrel with you 
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about the statement of the question, as it is hore propounded. 
Let this be the question, whether God, in tho decree of pre- 
destination and reprobation, is dealing with men considered 
in pure naturals. Of this I uphold the negative. The affirma- 
tive not only pleases you, but from your Theses and other 
Writings you seem to mo so to incline to it as to havo laid 
down the affirmative of that other opinion. For if He who 
predestinates and passes by does not consider man as a sin- 
ner, then He has considered him as created in those things - 
which he held on condition, or as not created, but to be 
created. But enough of these things. I everywhere deny, 
and still deny, that God in the act of predestination and pre- 
terition deals also with men as considered in pure naturals: 


' but I say that in that decree He deals only with men as con- 


sidered in their sins. But of the difference between the first 
and the second opinion we have already spoken several times. 


THE FOURTEENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. . 


‘Finst, Because Adam, and in him all men, were created in 
supernatural grace: wherefore no one could be considered in 
pure naturals. The antecedent is proved, First, Because all 
men were made in Adam after the image and likeness of God: 
but that is supernatural graco, as has beon said. Secondly, 
‘he law which was given to Adam was enacted for all; 
whioh is ovidont from this, bocauso wll mon haye sinnod in 
Adam, and have become guilty of transgression, But that 
law could not bo performed without supornatural graco: which 
I prove from the subject of tho law, from its appendix, from 
the instigator of the transgression, from the mode of 
instigation. The law required obedience towards God, that 
man should live not according to man, but according to 
God ; which is life, not animal, but spiritual; the cause of 
which in man is supernatural grace. The appendix was the 
threatening of death corporal and spiritual, of body and soul. 
The spiritual punishment, opposed not only to animal but 
also to spiritual good, ought not according to the rule of 
equity to be added to the law performable without superna- 
tural grace; especially when the same law, if observed, could 
not bring supernatural or spiritual good, as being a law which 
could be performed without supernatural grace. But it seems 
unfair that the transgression of the law should be able to 
merit eternal and spiritual death, whilst the performance of it 


potent ‘alt fera .oainiy Te nnBectaryn, 
guteulogcr Fa) teibbeude 3 hones ‘yt pal o ar 

—besrhinns» Pata tannin salle a itnn Gena o 

SGA #} foe adh; cowie of ontas el rg: 

30 ous t vires old afl ke ial t Vetere ni esate oild w al Sea : 

F, ong To bi 1G; enh rig to tow otf xt Fad. fits dw x 

ffami niin sirilonls 2 ola? 

oval ——— lL ted 1 

mune sen) tr <igio Me ete Soni a0D 2 


Gee ved? at iv i ror, oil? saeeuilosd Bride dt pif) quitter ¢ + tex 


sia 


ry ee age vy “en peinnan’s F 


pt) 
“ans JA 


whe 


4. 
~ 


ro 


sated ae trl § jaye] s oe : ‘Hot rally hi hoewiidoes eT 
a Ae i - a: ONT. a Bs aa x0 amet Pik en suey Lia 
i auv® taahirs wf oul ; age * : iniw .odieees gihh ap) ettiag 5 he 

ped-erad Inn en er: sit ; ; bs eW Somiinnns sé 
lig | Ses . wt ash i 
i . "? on. yidarot 


eS ae | Ss Teron ue pany ed gauges 
ite ne ogee ‘ NS A SS SS BeED Od mol annette 


ae 


a =: 
a YY aw 4 rere tah. a rapepindeie: cs bat) rama 
Se ™ | ae oY wows nan ; 
b ag? 3a iO Oc as Lawerinn aye fe srehdenos. eang 
A JL 2 Aenea 4 ui" wedeelte ea shales 
study av ssp i an MR Te Mee 


at ‘ 4 ae | 


154 TI WORKS OF JAMES ARMINIUS. [PRor, 


should not be able, according to the plan of the Divine goodness 
and justice, to obtain eternal and spiritual life. The instiga- 
tor was Satan, whose scope it was to push man away by trans- 
gression into death not only of the body, but also of the soul ; 
and whom man could not resist, excopt by supernatural graco, 
‘tho mode of temptation was insurmountable to man, if dosti- 
futo of supernatural graco. 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE FOURTEENTH PROPOSITION. 


Tra antecedent, namely, that ‘‘ Adam, andin him all men, 
wero created in supernatural graco,” is ambiguous: and 
besides, it cannot be proved,’ as we have before explained, 
under the Tenth Proposition. The consequent is denicd, and 
is ambiguous. Since I have before dealt with both, I come to 
the proofs. In the same place we have confuted the proof 
from the image of God, and have shown that it is not super- 
natural of itself ; although it may have had relation and ordi- 
nation to supernatural grace, not from its own essence or 
nature, but by the appointment of grace. Therefore it is 
denied, as before. The major of the second proof is not to be 
reccived without distinction ; for the law given to Adam was, 
the one common, theother particular. The common, that is, the 
natural one, and that which was joined with the natural, was 
giventoall; theparticular,byno means. But the particular law 
was,thathoshould not cat of tho fruitof the tree of the knowledge 
of good and evil. It is not credible that that law, which was 
of particular institution, was given in general: not credible 
that, if all had remained in integrity, they would have come 
qnto Eden to that tree, in order that their obedience might be 
put tothe proof. In short, Scripture does not say that. 

We grant the minor as regards a common law; not because 
the law was a natural one, but that the very nature of man, 
‘and his natural law, were arranged for grace. The natural, 

as natural, was in man’s power: what was arranged and re- 

lated to grace could not be performed Without supernatural 
grace. With regard to the particular law the minor 1s false : 
for it is an act simply natural to eat of any fruit, or not to eat. 
‘The power of eating or of abstaining from that fruit was abso- 
Jutely in man’s possession in fact ; although both may not 
‘have been in his power by the appointment and ordination of 
the particular law laid down by God. Therefore the minor is 
false in this case: for he could just as well not wish, not 
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touch, not eat of the fruit, as do the opposite; and that by 
natural power (which was then most healthy) in a natural 
matter. To establish this minor four proofs are adduced ‘ 
all (to say it in one word) belonging to the mode of general 
law. I will dispatch oach of thom in ordor in a fow words, 
Lho Lirst relates to the mode of the general law, both as it 
is natural, and as it is arranged for grace. Wo grant, then, 
that the aflirmation is true concerning the general law: but 
we deny it of the particular law, by which God required obe- | 
dience in a particular matter, and that simplynatural or animal. 
It belonged to natural powor to abstain from that fruit, or to 
eatof it. It belonged to natural will to avoid the experience of 
evil and death, which God had announced beforehand. In tho 
natural matter simply God proved man’s obedience, and in the 
same wretched man renounced obedience to God of his own 
will, not by any necessity. He had nothing which might be 
claimed of right, since, in an affair very easy according to 
nature, he of his own will did not render due obedience to the 
Lord, and Eve preferred to His word the word of the serpent, 
Adam the word of his wife, which God reproached him with. ; 
Perhaps you will say, ‘‘ But if grace had assisted, he would 
not have committed it.” What ? do you then in a natural 
matter, and one indeed most purely natural, always require 
grace, or blame the cessation ofit ? God therefore gave nature, 
that in a matter simply natural Adam might uso hig natural 
qualities. He gave what is suflicient : you require more than 
enough. I will finish with the words of Tertullian; (Advers. 
Marcion., lib. ii., cap. 7:) “ If onge He had permitted to man 
freedom of will and power, and had permitted it worthily, then 
surely He had permitted them to be enjoyed from the very 
authority of the institution, but to be enjoyed, as far as it 
regards Himself, according to Him, that is, according to God, 
that is, for good, (for who permits anything against himself ?) 
but, as far as lies in man, according to the motions of his own 
liberty. For who does not bestow this, on any one on whom 
he once bestows anything to enjoy,—that he may enjoy it 
according to his own mind and will? Therefore the conse- 
quence was that God would secede from the liberty once con- 
ceded to man; that is, that He should retain within Himself 
His own foreknowledge and superior power, by which He 
might intervene to prevent man from falling into peril, when 
attempting to enjoy his own liberty badly, For if He had 
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Patorvencd, Ho would have rescinded tho liberty of the will, 


which He had permitted from reason and goodness. And 


thon, suppose that Ne had intervened, supposo that Ilo had 


rescinded the liberty of the will, while He recalls from the 
tree, while He prevents the deceitful serpent from converse 


with the woman ; would not Marcion exclaim, ‘O futile, un- 


stable, faithless Lord, rescinding what He enacted ! Why had 
IIo granted froo will, if Mo intervenes ? why does Ho interveno, 


if He granted it? Let Lfim choose wherein Ho will chargo. 


Himself with error,—in the enactment, or in the annulment,’ ”’ 
—and what follows. 

What you say, that “the cause of spiritual lifo in man is 
supernatural grace,” wo cortainly believo to be most true, and 
so profess. But there was a different mode of spiritual life 
in Adam from that in us ; for in us supernatural grace alone 
produces this life, whilst Adam possessed God’s image entire 


-and uncorrupted together with that grace, and therefore spi- 


ritual lifoin both modes, natural and supernatural. But these 
things belong to another place. aa 
The Second proof, from the appendix of the law, in like 
manner is very plain. This seems to be the argument: If 
God in the mattor of clection and reprobation dealt with men 
considered in pure naturals, (by the same ambiguity, to wit, 
wid by tho gamo hypothesis, which wa have above donied,) 


“Tio would not havo ordained spiritual punishmont, and such 
as was opposed not only to animal but also to spiritual good, 


ncainst tho transgressors of a law performablo without supor- 
natural grace; for it is according to the rule of equity, (a 
point which was guarded by the Twelve Laws,*) that the 
punishment be equal to the offence. But God appointed a 
punishment of the same kind: Therefore He did not deal with 
men considered in pure naturals. . What is in the conclusion, 
in the first place, is not said by us: but let that be. I will 
say nothing of the antecedent of the major: as has often 
been said already, the consequent is denied ; for the propo- 
gition would be true if both offences, or evil deeds, and punish- 


“ments were rated according to the deed only, (which the law 


forbids,) and its species. But now there are many other things 
from which the gravity of misdeeds is accustomed to be 
accurately estimated :—the author of the law, the author of 


the crime, the object, the end, the circumstances. The author 


* Tho Laws of the Twelvo Tables.—W. N. 
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of the law: for the authority of a law enacted by an emperor 
is more weighty than that of one enacted by a tribune; ofa 
law mado by God, than of a law mado by man, The author 
of the crime : whether as commanding it, or guilty of it; for 


the crime to which an enemy persuades is more weighty than 


one to which a master or father persuades; and the samo 
thing is true with regard to the culprit. ‘he object : for it is 
& more grievous crime to sin against a parent than against an 
unknown person ; against oneself and one’s own family than 
against a foreigner ; against God than against man. The end: 
for it is a more grievous crime if you have infringed the 
law with the most trivial or no end than if with a necessary 
ond; if with a most unworthy and impious end than if with 
a worthy and good end. About circumstances what shall I say ? 
In my judgment I have already said enough. But, lo, he ~ 
who transgresses God’s law runs into all these crimes, of 
which even the first alone suffices for the most just infliction 
of spiritual punishment :—Dost thou contemn God the Legis- 
lator? But if thou hast added the second aggravation,— 
Dost thou listen to an enemy, a public foe of God and of 
thy race? Dost thou, the recent workmanship of God, and a 
scttlor of Paiadiso, leap ovor the recont command of God ? 
If the third aggravation,—Dost thou rush into crime against 
thyself, ngainst thine own, against God, not unwarily, becauso 
forowarnod ? &o.* Do not those indictments soom to you, my 
brother, to be most capital, and worthy of corporal and spiritual 
punishment ? 

The same ratio must be observed in particular law ag in 
general. There was a particular law, and that in a natural 
matter, which man could perform naturally, as we have before 
said. Here you may perhaps say that it is all the more unjust 
for a supernatural penalty to be imposed for a natural 
matter: but first attend to all that we were just now saying. 
Man transgressed the law of God, from whom he had recently 
received benefits of nature and grace, and to whom as the 
supreme Commander he owed all things. He transgressed 
by the persuasion of the devil, the public and sworn enemy 
of God, of the universe, and of the human race; to lend an 


* The change from the third to the second person in these sentences is a 
little abrupt aud startling. Indeed, a good portion of Junius’s Answer to this 
Proposition reads as if it had been delivered, ore rotundo, to an audience of 
applauding students, being more rhetorical than logical—W. N. . 
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x to whom even once is to renounce God. Man transgressed, 
man, the most recent workmanship of God, heir of all 
ural and supernatural good, tenant of Paradise, foster- 
ild of heaven, lord of all, servant of God alone, &c. Man 
asgressed, bringing fury upon himself, and gin and death 
id all evils upon him and his, doing dishonour to God in 
mself, though forewarned of the coming woe by the God 
truth, and prescient of it in his own soul. He trans- 
essed-in the most light, easy, and trivial matter, when he 
ally abounded in the advantages of the whole world; and 
at with a most unworthy and plainly impious end,—that he 
ight be as God, knowing good. and evil. But he who was 
¢ faithful and obedient in the least thing, how would he 
ve been ina great? He transgressed in a beastly manner, 
ndering to his belly and longing desire ; blind to all things 
lestial and mundane, except to the fuel of the lust of the 
es, wickedly offered to him; deaf to all things, -exeept to 
e voice of the devil. Here, if you choose to run through 
her circumstances, good God! how many and how power- 
l arguments will exist for the most just damnation, how- 


er severe! In many ways, indeed, it was an infinite fall, - 


veh brought infinite misfortune. 

But if any man here shall tell me that man was unworthy to 
condemned about so small a thing, let him in turn hear 
m mo those two things: first, that it was an ‘ unworthy ” 
ing for man to transgress the command of that supreme 
ince and Author of nature, grace, and his salvation, in a 
uiter ‘“‘so small.” Secondly, that a thing is not small 
ich has been ordained for the declaration of due obedience 
natural things, and as the just way for the reception of 
ernatural good things. God willed that Adam should in 
§ manner make profession of his religious and voluntary 
dience in natural things: he wished him in this way to 
ort himself methodically to attain to supernatural things. 
Il this seem “ a small thing,” when the will of God and all 
ods natural and supernatural are resisted in such a very 
le thing ? 


ut I will come farther. Whether—I ask you, my brother | 


lo you suppose that this punishment was more justly 
osed upon man considered in corruption than in pure 
urals? For that is the drift of your argumentation. I, 
ever, should not have hesitated to affirm the contrary. 
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I say that Adam sinned more grievously because he sinned — 


. when upright, than if he had sinned when in a state of 


sin. Mark what was done in man simply: you will, I know, 
pronounce it more heinous for man to enslave himself to 
sin when in a state of uprightness, than if he falls into gin 
when in a state of sin. It is therefore more just for Adam 
in that sin to be considered by God as upright than as in a 
corrupt condition, which supervened afterwards. This con- 
duces to the proof of the truth of God’s justice. But as to 
what you add, “It seems unjust that the transgression of the 
law could have deserved eternal and spiritual death,’—I 
wonder indeed that you should have uttered such a: senti- 
ment. For you are not ignorant that the law of God, 
whether general or singular, is the appointment of the pre- 
sent way, according to which we both worship God in perform- 
ing our duty on the one hand, and on the other hand are 
carried towards the goal of supernatural grace, But, just as 
a traveller, to whom his lord has prescribed a line of journey, 
if he departs from the way prescribed, of himself renounces 
by the same proceeding both the road and the goal by his own 
misdeed ; but, if he remains in the way, does his duty: so I 
judge it must necossarily be in Adam’s case. The unhappy 
traveller has renounced the way: has he not thorofore algo 
renounced the goal which God was about to grant him by 
graco? Ifho had remained, ho would certainly have obtained 
the goal by grace, not by merit. But why? Because by not 
keeping in the way the servant loses the road and his life, 
being the proper cause of his own misfortune: but by keop- 
ing in the way he obtains life also as the consequent of the 
way. ‘To both, the obedient and the disobedient, life has been 
set forth as the consequent by grace, not as by merit. In 
this manner the obedient obtains grace; the disobedient ig 
the cause to himself why he does not obtain grace, the living 
power of which he rejects by his own deed. 

The Third proof, which is from the instigator of the trans- 
gression, and the Fourth proof, from the mode of temptation, 
stand on the same footing. The Third is this: “The deyil 
could not be resisted without supernatural power: the law 
therefore could not be performed without supernatural power.” 
And the Fourth: ‘The mode of temptation was insurmount- 
able to man destitute of supernatural grace: the law there- 


_. fore could not be performed without supernatural grace,” 
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Virst, though we may treat both according to a common law, 
as we have before distinguished, yet it cannot fairly be denicd 
about that particular law which had enjoined a natural thing 


properly and simply placed within tho powor of naturo to por=* 


form. Tor it is as natural not to eat what is bad by nature 
or by appointment, as it is natural to cat what is good. It 
Was within man’s power not to sin: for it was within his power 
not to cat by tho faculty of nature. But, secondly, wo must 
muko uso of tho distinction as to both parts of those urgu- 
ments, also taken from the general law of God, in what is 
called supernatural grace. Jor, just as in nature tho work 
of Providence is threefold,—to sustain a thing, by which it 
exists; to regulate, by which it acts; and to protect, by 
which it is restrained, or to preserve: so also amongst the 
pious the work of grace is threefold; for it is accustomed to 
sustain, to regulate, and to protect them. And indeed it 
always sustains them, because implanted and common grace 
is permanent: but it regulates and protccts, or preserves, 
when and how it wills: for the act of varying grace is singu- 
lar and free, because present at hand, but not implanted. 
Having laid down this distinction, we thus pronounce judg- 


1 
xy. } CONFERENCE WITIL JUNIUS. 161. 


man’s power. But he did not (resist the devil] ; acess he was 


*. unwilling so to do, but readily consented to his temptations ; 


about which matter we have before treated under Proposition 


~ vii., and have heard the judgmont of Augustino. With regard to 


the performance of the common lawthe case is different, because 
(as we bofore said) tho law is both employed in nature, and 
arranges nature for supernatural things ; which (law) cannot 

_ be observed, nor resistance mado to tho dovil, without super- 
natural grace for its observance. 


REPLY OF ARMINIUS, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER ‘To 
THE FOURTEENTH PROPOSITION. 

I unpertaxe to prove, by these arguments which I here 
adduce, that Adam and all in him were created in superna- 
tural grace; that is, that in their first estate they had not 
only nature, but also supernatural grace, whether from the act 
of creation or from that of superinfusion. Whence I conclude 
that no one could have been considered in pure naturals by 
God when predestinating and passing by or reprobating. The 
former argument was taken from the nature of the image of God, 
after which or in which man was created. The second argu- 


ment was taken from the law which was imposed upon him, 
and in him on all men, which I affirm to Do unperformablo 
Without supernatural grace. I have before spoken of tho 
former argumont in tho answor to tho tonth proposition: bo 
which I refer you. We will now consider the latter argument ; 
and firstly, its major, which lays it down that tho law given to 
Adam was imposed on all men; the proof being added—_ 
because all men sinned in Adam, and became guilty of trans- 
gression. You attack the major, passing by the proof. I 
will see how you demolish the former, and what strength the 
latter has for supporting it. You distinguish between the law 
given to Adam, and you make it twofold; the one common 
and natural, the other particular: the former you say was 
given to all, the latter not to all. I accept what you say of 
the general law, and it shall hereafter be used to strengthen 
my proposition. What you affirm about the particular law, I 
altogether dispute. For that law respecting the forbidden 
tree was partly of particular institution, partly of common. 
For it is symbolical; wherefore it consists of two parts, the 
symbol, and its signification. The symbol was abstinence 
from the fruit of the forbidden tree: the thing signified, 
vol, II. M 


ment respecting those arguments. Man was never without 
‘supernatural grace, either implanted or habitual: he was not 
Without assisting grace, except in that special instance, in 
which God did not govern him, did not seroon him, bocnuso it 
was a matter of nature; which was obliged to try its own 
modo, assignod to it by tho infinito wisdom of God. Lor, to 
use l'ertullian’s language, God had seceded, not, indeed, from 
the administration of all grace, but from the administration 
ofthis supernatural grace, according to which He had said to 
man, (Gen. ii.,) ‘‘ Of the fruit indced of all the trees of this 
garden thou mayest eat,” &c.; and had committed the whole 
matter to man’s nature according to agreement, and indeed 
to it alone; nay, had entircly made over to the will of man 
according to the law of nature itself the faculty of rendering 
or not rendering obedience in all that is natural. But ‘he 
could not resist the devil; and the mode of temptation was 
insurmountable.” - It is denied: for if he could naturally not 
eat of the forbidden fruit, he could thercin resist the devil, 
and the mode of temptation was not: insurmountable; but he 
was able not to cat, because the mattcr was most simply | 
natural, and put by agreement (as we said just now) within 
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abstinence from disobedience and evil, and the testing of obe- 
_dicnce. In so far as abstinence from disobedience and turn- 
ing away from sin were commanded by that law, in so far is 
that law general. But as the law enjoins observance of the 
symbol, it ought as yet to be considered in a twofold way,— 
either as it prescribes the observance of a symbol simply, or as 
it enjoins the observance of that particular symbol. Asthe law 
prescribes the observance simply of any symbol to attest 
‘man’s obedience towards God, in that view it is general: for 
God would have willed to try the obedience of all men by 
some symbol, whether this or some other, if it had happened 
_ that they were born in uprightness. 

I prove this, Firstly, Because He willed: to try Adam’s 
obedience ; and the same reason would have held with regard 
to the rest. of men, if they had been born in that state in 
which Adam was made in respect of the image of God. 
Secondly, Because it was most convenient that the experi- 
ment of obedience should be taken in an indifferent matter : 
but a law which commands or forbids an indifferent thing is 
symbolical and ceremonial. As far, however, as the observy- 
ance of that symbol, namely, abstinence from the fruit of 

the forbidden tree, was prescribed by that law, it can in one 
way be called general, in another perhaps particular. Gene- 
ral, as ib was onjoincd on Adam aud Ive ag tho rooty and 
principal individuals of the human raco, in whom, 8 in its 
origin and stock, the whole of mankind was then contained. 
Particular, as enacted for the same parties as individual 
persons, and as perhaps it might not have been enacted for 
others now born, considered in themselves, not in their first 
parents. I say perhaps, because your sagacity knows there 
are those who suppose that if the first men had persevered, 
all that were to be born of them would have dwelt in Para- 
dise: and not without probable reason. For if that earthly 
Paradiso was the symbol of the heavenly kingdom,—which 
seems to be the case from the fact that the third heaven, 
the scat of the blessed, is called in Scripture ‘‘ Paradise,” 
—truly it is very probable that no man would have gone forth 
from that earthly Paradise, unless he had rendered himself 
unworthy of the heavenly Paradise by sin. But that I leave 
undetermined. That that law, however, (to come to the 
reason of the major of my proposition,) which Adam trans- 
gressed, was imposed upon all men, I ha 


ye proved by an — 


RUE AE 
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. . * . : 
invincible argument, which you have passed over. For all 


: ie sinned in Adam: but sin is the transgression of the 
oa ee ies a transgress a law on whom that law was not 
posed: wherefore that law which Adam transgressed’ was 


imposed upon all those who aro ‘said to have sinned in him. 
But that law was none other than the one which is called 


- “particular” by you. More briefly. That law which all men | 


have transgressed by sinning in Adam, was imposed u 
men, But all men haye in Adam transgressed the law ae 
ing the forbidden tree. For against no other law is Adam 
said to have sinned: nay, we are all said in Scripture to be 
guilty of sin committed against that. Therefore that law was 
given to all men. In whichever light you view it, it is all 
the same to me, and makes equally to the confirmation of my 
opinion. ae ns 

I come to the minor: ‘‘ But that law could not be performed 
without supernatural grace.” You grant it with respect to 


the common law; you deny it with regard to that by which’ 


eating from that tree was forbidden. I accept your conces- 
sion, and thence conclude my proposition. The law which 
could not be performed without supernatural grace ought not 
to have been imposed except upon those who had been endowed 
with supernatural grace by God: But the common law could 
not be: performed without supernatural grace: ‘therefore it 
ought not to havo boon imposod oxcopt upon those who wero 
gifted with supernatural grace by God. But it was imposed 
upon Adam and on all men in him: therefore Adam and all 
men in him had supernatural grace. Therefore they could 
not be considered in pure naturals by God, when predesti- 
nating and reprobating. This would suffice for my purpose. 
But I say that neither could this law about the forbidden tree 
have been performed without supernatural grace ; not indeed 
as the external act of abstinence from the fruit of that tree 
was prescribed, but as under that symbol obedience was com- 
manded, and it was enjoined upon man that he should live, 
not according to man, but according to God. Which also you 
yourself confess, when you say that it was not in man’s power 
either to abstain or to eat by that institute and ordination of 
a particular law enacted by God; although in fact both would 
have been within his power. But the law was to be performed 
by man not according to fact only, but according to that ordi- 
nation of a particular law. 
M 2 
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_ Those proofs which I havo adduced, you say, belong to the 
mode of -& common law. Beit so, and hence I conclude my 
proposition, as L have before shown, and have taught that 
there is somewhat of a common (or general) law in that law 
which you call particular. 'Therofore they are valid in that 
same respect also; and the First indeed is valid, as is evident 
from what has been already said. For, as it demanded 
obedience not only as consisting in the external deed, but also 
in the internal affection of the mind, on that account it could 
not be performed without supernatural grace. My Second 
proof, though you do not perceive it, seems appropriate to 
my meaning. This is its intention, and its force consists in 
this: That a spiritual punishment cannot be imposed for the 
transgression of that law, for whose performance a spiritual 
benefit has not been promised. But spiritual good was not 
promised to the perfofmance of this law, since it could be per- 
formed without supernatural grace. For supernatural grace 
and supernatural happiness aro analogous. Whence it follows 
in return,—lIf spiritual punishment has been imposed on the 
transgression of the law, then also spiritual good has been 
promised to the performance of the same; and therefore it is 
not performable except by supernatural grace: otherwise 
nature could by its own act obtain supernatural good. 

But hore wo must consider a triple difference in the trans- 
gression and the performance of tho law. ‘ho Hirst: That 
one solitary transgression of the law merits punishment; but 
rowurd falls only to thoso who have kept tho law right to the 
end. The Second: That transgression of one precept merits 
punishment ; but reward falls only to those who have observed 

ail the precepts laid down for them. The Third: That trans- 
gression of the precept is estimated according to the omission 
either of the external deed or of the internal affection, or of 
both together,—also according to the end ; so that he is held 
a transgressor who fails in any one of those things: but the 
performance is judged acording to all of these conjointly, and is 
not esteemed perfect except when from an entirely upright 
and thorough cause. 

What you say about the gravity of the sin perpetrated by 
our first parents, I acknowledge to be most true; nor do I think 
that its atrocity can be expressed in words. But wherefrom 
do you gather that the purport of my argumentation is, that 
punishment might be more justly inflicted on man who had 
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transgressed a precept when in corruption and sin, than [on 
man who had transgressed] when upright? Ihave not here 


‘set those things in opposition, but I have opposed man in 


pure naturals to man having the same supernaturalg. Punish- 
ment ismore justly inflicted upon the lattcr, when transgressing, 
than on the former : nay, it would be unjustly inflicted on the 


- former if the law was not performable without supernatural 


grace : and if the performance of the law had not the promise of 
spiritual good, spiritual punishment is unjustly inflicted on the 
transgressor of that law. 

I will say nothing of my last two reasons, and your answer to 
them, as well because much has been said in the preceding 
discussions, as because you grant me that man was not with- 
out habitual supernatural grace. Whence I conclude that man 
could not have been considered in pure naturals by God when 
predestinating, since he was not in pure naturals. In that 
therefore we agree. But you say, These arguments make 
nothing against the opinion which considers man in the gone- 
ral. I answer, that these arguments prove that man could 
not have been considered in the general. For he could not be 
considered in pure naturals: but, considered in supernaturals 
he was not reprobated or passed by. For by reprobation or 
passing by man is left in the nature which can do nothing 
supernatural or Divine, as it is in your Theses. Then again 
those supornaturals have commonsuratonoss and proportion to 
supernatural felicity according to God’s providence. Moreover 
to whomsoover God wills supornatural felicity by tho affirm 
ative act of His providence, on them He cannot, by the 
nogative act of preterition, bo unwilling to bestow the same 
felicity, unless He has considered them as not about to attain it 
by thoge supernatural means, but as either about to sin, cr as 
having already actually transgressed by their own free will. 
Otherwise there would be two contrary acts of God about 
one subject considered under the same category and at the 
same time. 


THE FIFTEENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


Srconpity, Because the grace of predestination, or that 
prepared for man by predestination, is evangelical, not legal : 
but it is not prepared for man, except as considered as a sin- 
ner. It is clear, however, that it is evangelical, because the 
decree of predestination is peremptory ; therefore concerning 
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graco not logal, which man cannot uso, as transgressing tho 
law, and yet be saved; but concerning evangelical grace, by 
which ho ought to bo saved, or to be excluded from salvation. 
In tho next place, Bocause the grace propared by predostina- 
tion is that of the remission of sins, and regeneration, that is, 
turning away from sin, and conversion to God, by mortifica- 
tion of the old man, and quickening of the new. 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE FIFTEENTH PROPOSITION. 


T accrrr the major, rightly understood: but let us havo 
some explanation as regards the’ minor or assumption. In 
the assumption which you put forward I make a distinction : 
for with rospect to tho evangelical graco reeoived in common 
according to nature, it is false; according to us, most true. 
But, as:you know, the argument from what is said relatively, to 
what is said absotutely, has no force. I will explain the 
matter in few words. In supernatural evangelical grace 
thore are two parts: the one, the conservation of those who 
are in grace; the other, the acquisition of those who are not in 
grace. But of this grace there is one order by nature, 
another with respect to ourselves. The natural order is, that 
those who are in grace should be preserved, (this was done 
for tho angels by predestination and clection,) and then that 
those who aro not in grace should be gained thereto, as is 
done with men. But with regard to us, who havo ulroady 
fallen from grace, the order is different: for those who are 
lost ought first to be brought in, as Christ does in the Gospel ; 
then they ought to be preserved, as He is about to do to eter- 
nity by His own power in the heavens, when we shall be like 
to the angels. Tho minor therefore is simply false, if you 
say that evangelical grace absolutely has not been provided for 
man, except considered as a sinner: for it was provided for 
man simply and in the general ; which even God Himself has 


testified to man by the symbol of the tree of life set forth in 
Eden. But if you are speaking of this evangelical grace, 


that is, constituted in this mode and order, I accept the 
minor indeed; but the consequence is not valid, as we said 
just now. For the evangelical grace of God with regard to 
gubstance is one, but in order and mode it is twofold, which 
mode and order do not change the substance of the thing. 


Wherefore it was of no importance whatever to the matter, . 


that the major should be proved ; which also, if it be rightly 


) 
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understood, wo conscientiously affirm. What you say, that 
‘‘man cannot use legal grace, and yet be saved,” is hard, 
unless it be properly explained, according to what I believo 
to be your opinion: but this has nothing to do with tho ques- 
tion. Lastly, your circumscribing evangelical grace by 
remission of sins, regeneration, &c., is imperfect, as you your- 
self see, my brother, from what I have just now said; because 
you pass by conservation, another essential part of it. Other- | 
wise we concede and believe the thing itself. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
FIFTEENTH PROPOSITION. 


My argument is of this kind :—Ivangclical graco was not 


‘ provided * for man, except considered as a sinner: But the 


grace of predestination, or that provided for man by predes- 
tination, is evangelical: Therefore the grace of predesti- 
nation was not provided for man, except considered as a 
sinner. 

The syllogism consists in its own figure and mode, and its 
three terms.’ Wherefore it concludes nothing else and no 
more than is in the premises. For even though evangelical 
grace considered in general might have two parts, yet I have 
rostricted tho evangelical grace of which J am speaking to ono 
part ; for I am speaking of the evangelical grace which has 
been provided for man. But for man thoro hag boon provided 
not that part of it taken generally, but only the other part; 
which is the bringing in of those who are not in grace, not the 
preservation of those who are in grace: for no man has been 
conserved in the grace which he obtained in creation; all 
have fallen from it. Wherefore there is here no fallacy drawn 
from what is said relatively to what is said absolutely. For 
I take evangelical grace in the major and the minor entirely 
in the same mode: not there with regard to nature, here with 
regard to us, or vice versd, but everywhere with regard to us, 
namely, as provided for men, not for angels. Therefore as 
well the major as the minor, by your own confession, is most 
true. : 2 

But you say that it is simply false that evangelical grace 


* In this and many following instances I have translated preparata by the 
word “provided,” as being more in accordance with the probable meaning of the 
author than “ prepared,” and as justifiable by propor authorities and illustrations, 
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was not prepared for man, except considered os a sinner, 
because it was prepared for man simply and in common, as 
God testified to man by the symbol of the tree of life set forth 
in the garden of Eden. I answer, that thé equivocation is 
in the word ‘‘ preparation :” when that is dissipated, the truth 
of my opinion willbe manifest. The provision of grace belongs 
cither to predestination or to providence, as it is distinguished 
from the former. By providence grace sufficient is provided ; 
and if efficacious, as some wish, yet not finally efficacious. By 
predestination efficacious, and indeed finally efficacious, grace 
is provided. For predestination adds, beyond providence, 
the certitude of the event, as the Schoolmen say. By provi- 
dence is provided common, or general, grace, which belongs 
to men promiscuously: by predestination, singular, or parti- 
cular, grace, which is proper to the elect. By providence 
both legal and evangelical grace is provided: by predestina- 
tion, only evangelical. By providence is provided grace com- 
municable whether in Paradise or out of Paradise: by pre- 
destination is provided grace which could not be communi- 
cated in Paradise. But now by the symbol of the tree of life 
God indicated gencral, not particular, grace ; legal, not evan- 
gclical, grace; grace communicable in Paradise; in fine, 


audiciont, not eflicacions, grace, Thoroforo the graco which 
God indicated by the symbol of the tree of life, belongs to 
providence, nol prodostinntion, But ovinpolionl gviace of Wits 


sort,—which is finally efficacious ; particular, not common ; 
which is communicable only outsido of Paradiso ; and which 
has been provided for man by predestination,—is no other 
than that which is fitting only for man considered as a sinner. 


With respect, then, to evangelical grace, that is, constituted 


in this mode and order, I accept the major and the minor. 
Wherefore the consequence is valid. And though grace be 
the same in substance, and only vary in mode and ratio, yet 
a variation of that kind has this effect, that grace constituted 
in that mode and order can certainly be provided only for a 
sinner. The whole affair will appear more plainly, if I con- 
clude with some additional proofs of the assumption of the 


preceding syllogism. 


Evangelical grace, by which man ig actually saved, which 
consists in the remission of sins and regeneration, does not 


appertain to man except considered as a sinner: But the 
grace provided by predestination for man is evangelical grace, «. 
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by which man is actually saved, consisting in the remission 
of sins, and regeneration: Therefore the grace provided for 
man by predestination does not belong to man except con- 
sidered asa sinner. And, by consequent, man has not been 
considered by God, when predestinating, in pure naturals: 
which was to be proved. 

But if any one conclude in this manner,—Hvangelical 
grace was provided for man simply and in common: But the 
grace provided for man by predestination is evangelical 
grace: Therefore grace was provided by predestination for 
man considered simply and in common,—he will trip in that - 
argumentation of his not in one mode only. For, first, the 
major is false, taken simply, or absolutely. For the grace of 
conservation in the primeval state, which you call evangelical 
also in respect of the angels, was not provided for man. 
Then there are fowr terms in the syllogism. For in the 
major term ‘‘ evangelical grace” is used absolutely; in the 
minor, relatively. If it be said that it is used in the minor 
in the same mode as in the major, then the minor also is 
simply false. For the grace provided for man by predestina- 
tion is evangelical grace taken relatively, and understood with 
respect to us. 

T make uso of your own phrasos: but what if T dony that. 
the grace which was furnished to angels by clection and predos- 
linwtion, could bo called | evangelical” grace ? and whit Ut 
roquiro proof of what you say? which I have a right to do, For, 
in tho first place, as far as tho Gospel is oxplained to ug in tho 
Sacred Scriptures, it is certain that the grace bestowed upon 
angels cannotbe called ‘‘ evangelical.” For the sum ofthe Gospel 
(Evangel) is this: ‘‘ Repent, and believe the Gospel ;” or, “‘ Be- 
lieve on Jesus Christ the Son of God, and your sins shall be 
remitted, and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit, and 
thence eternal life.” These things by no means appertain to 
the elect angels, If you say that it is not evangelical in that 
mode in which the Gospel was adapted for sinful men, but 
that still it can be called simply evangelical, as being that in 
respect of which they are conserved in their own state ;—-suffer 
me, my brother, to seek from you the proof of that. I, on 
account of the narrowness of my capacity, can conceive no other 
reason for that opinion of yours, than that Christis also called . 
the Mediator of angels, and angels are said to.be ‘‘ elect” in 
Him. But your worthiness knew that that was a point contro- 


Ae 
as 


~ 


“ 7 eo a sine teiuier 2 


foi aeate wbek  <d-fessbiaws 


dof say dante 


ee ad % 
bak 4 SEP bs 


ed Sagtett 
(3 ee 


veo 
4 % y 
a me 
Pt tne » 

o -_ = ‘ 
#4. 2 eA 


ia on 
$ fine en Te: Jperiieler sues 


RMMMe 40 it ke aber acta and cc 
‘ Fi hd ij ee iy? he : Oat $s, \r 
oop To Pee. ae eee Pet ae 
eet Geese OFhe Ledicgucve ei cow 

~~ = * « 5 y 


al 
' 


pithias ct IU SSF *9 me ele | 


Mets tonsigetess taicly aurmer!t 


« q ; Eo - 
: tat eek ‘Sane Sir schcscan : (hI ig 
a tens oi 
at gat : peste 5G PS aus 
— bs { 4 
= f - . 
m fl, uA Side j 4 t 
Pi “|? if z a 4 
Hesriaors ? me 
1 
Petts pled Es 4 3 
; 
ads “ 
pate 
ay. at 
4 f 
r F is 
‘ 


Se tallap evi ai Hck) i: ik : is woled ‘ei . ar 


A. bodies. ah ater: 


wt “i P 


“ee 


pate ony he vesicronn a 


boduizy ans ty as ari 


ality, vy if 3% iad 


> esses 


77M 
¢ . wig 
_ 
i 
. 
r + 
7 7 
~s > 
eS Ts 
ay 
Uy ceis 4 
2 : 
1: 
+23 
j 
F 


JT 
. 


Se REY Sobear et 


7 
> 
ae itt dom Fez 


ead BT cousditinbory 28, 


1 Pa, renee. ot +6 104) 


cane esnon ae 


2 hestut haa pater 
tomionaed ot at cauye add ip Ok 


ixTS ASO. TO <Page. M a 


23 
~ ny 

7 + a ~ we ae 

O tos oniteheay (d 2 lameuomeain ~ im 

: A : a es : 
; ' wo - 


ny ot anockivewy git Jantooners ‘¢ 
inf , nowt at vedtadae gil 
— : 


Carn babisong ai 


: ; [ 
WHD SERA Bit ree 
EL RUuCe Irs 
Seer et geri | | Anil. 
initye oth qal eatnoibe 
loyiuntvey eR. pamela 
j ‘leet. ‘Ri sottte~ 
do vin chleshuentnseo geen 
ed went wk bohige oI pet 
wl gies ached wl ‘shin sat 
iu ‘oF east ee 
Bes T ! 10 how —e 
i Nicey Gb ae Dae Tog alk 6 
ay vin i —- m2 
ad is ad bout 1a 
resets UtRee 
Sart chal 
Sutee Ye 


& 6 Leena troaxg pe 
Gl watt teal aan ite hang. gi 
c= 


170 TI WORKS OF JAMES ARMINIUS. [pror. 


vorted amongst tho loarnod; and alroady wo havo said somo- 
_ thing about it. But even if I concedo that Christ may be 
— called the Mediator of angels, yet I cannot persuade myself 
that the grace which was conferred on angels was provided 
wnd obtained for them by any morit of Christ, or by any work 
which He accomplished with the Father on behalf of the 
angels. But the grace which Christ did not obtain cannot, in 
my opinion, be called evangelical. 
_ Then again, I presume that there is universally a twofold 
way, mode, and method of obtaining eternal supernatural feli- 
city,—the one of strict justice, and legal; the other of mercy, 
and evangelical: just as God’s covenant also is twofold,—the 
one of works, and the other of faith; the one of justice, the 
other of grace; the one legal, the other evangelical. By the 
former way and method felicity is obtained by perfect obedience 
to the law given to-the creature by God: by the latter way 
and method felicity is obtained by the remission of disobedience 
and the imputation of righteousness. The human mind can- 
not conceive of any other way: at all events no other way has 
been disclosed by the Sacred Scriptures. These two modes 
have this order with regard to cach other, that the one precedes; 
God’s justice, tle condition of the creature, and the naturo of 
tho thing itself so requiring: the other mode follows, since 
by that former ono the happiness of the creature could nob bo 
gocurod, and it soomod fit to God to sot that modo also boforo 
the creature, which is a matter that belongs entircly to the 
pure Divine will alone : for it can either punish or forgive dis- 
obedience. Both ways and methods have been used with 
rogard to man, as the Scripture declares in many places, and 
briefly in the passage, Romans viii. 8: ‘For what was impos- 
sible to the law, in that it was weakened by the flesh, God 
sending His own Son in the likeness of the flesh of sin, and 
that for sin, condemned sin in the flesh.” With regard to 
angels, however, I think that the former mode only was used, 
and that God determined to deal with angels according to the 
legal covenant of strict righteousness and works ; but in the 
salvation of men to unfold all His goodness: as is apparent 
from this, that the transgressing angels sinned irremediably 
beyond any hope of pardon, but the rest did not obtain the 
pardon of misdeeds which they had not committed, but were 
conserved and confirmed in their own estate: perhaps by the 
grace which came to them through the mediation of Christ, 
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and by His communication of graco to thom ; ccrtainly not by 
that grace which Christ, by any deed of His, transacted with 
God in their behalf, had merited or obtained for them. 

But these are mere incidentals. By that phrase in which I say 
that man cannot uso logal grace and yet bo saved, I meant the 
same thing which you have ‘said, that God can, if He will, take 
away iniquity as acloud: and I think that the Apostle says the 
same, in Rom. iv. 5: “To him that worketh not,” (that is, who 
does not fulfil the law, and therefore does not use legal grace,) 
“but believeth on Him that justifieth the ungodly, hig faith is 
counted for righteousness.” But this is nothing to the pur- 
pose. However, in circumscribing evangelical grace to the 
remission of sins and regeneration, L have not erred at all. 


For I have not explained it as considered in the general, (if 


indeed it be so,) but as considered with regard to us. But, so 
explained, it excludes that part which is called “ of conserya- 
tion,” (unless the word ‘‘ conservation” signify perseverance 
in the state of restoration.) For we have not been saved by 
conservation in the primeval state: the grace of conservation — 
in the primeval state was not provided for us by predestination. 
For we all have fallenand sinned. This caution must also be 
givon, that we are not dealing at all with the angels: therefore 
those things which are common to angels and men are here 
to be restricted, according to the law «aé’ ddov, and in such 
mothod as to suit mon alono; otherwise wo shill bo spoaking 
of the yenus in the species. 


THE SIXTEENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


Tmmpzy, Because the leaving the creature in his own 
nature—the creature, I mean, to whom the law was given, 
performable by grace alone—is the cause of sin, by the removal 
or the non-bestowal of that which alone can prevent from sin. 
But this is grace. In which way this opinion falls in with 
that former one, which ascribes the ordaining of sin to a decree, 
whereby sin necessarily exists. ¢ 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE SIXTEENTH PROPOSITION, 


Tur proposition cannot be truly predicated of man when 
upright: for. the law was not a glory alone to Adam in his 
uprightness, but was performable both by nature and grace, 
since his nature was rightly arranged for grace: but he failed 
in the thing that was natural and performable by nature, 
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which did not bolong to tho gonoral law, of which wo are here 
discoursing, but to the special law which had respect to nature 
ulono, and belonged to it simply, and was porformablo by it 


alone, as God Himself had foreannounced to Adam, as we havo . 
before shown under the Fourteenth Proposition. But about . 


ourselves, as we now are, it may very well be asserted that the 
law can be performed by grace alone. Nay, it cannot even be 
performed by us, but is imputed by grace, and is grasped by 


faith as performed by Christ. Besides, that also is false,— 


that ‘the leaving of the creature in his own nature,” &c., ‘‘is 
the cause of sin by the removal or non-bestowal of that which 


- alone can prevent,”—if it is understood universally. For itis 


then the partial cause of sin when that which prevents is re- 
moved or not removed, if it is duc: butif it is not due, it can- 
not rightly be called the partial cause of sin. If it ought to 
act, [and does not,] it is concerned in the euilt of sin: if it 
ought not to act, it is not concerned in the cuilt, of sin, even if 
itis wanting. ‘his nature itself teaches, and Clemens Alex- 
andrinus most fitly expounds it in two passages of his Stromata. 
In the law, however, there is both something natural, which 
Adam could perform by nature, and something appointed for 
grace, for which nature alone could not suffice. Wherefore, 
although Adam had sinned against tho natural law, yet if he 
had sinned in a natural thing, (wherein grace was not due,) 


his will wlono would lawve boon to bliune, not tho absonco of 
grace ; as is evident was the case in that special law given to 
Adam. ‘Tho conclusion thorcforo is void. 


Respecting the ordination of sin and God’s decree, and what 
ordination” is in the proper acceptance of the word, we have 
already spoken under the Sixth Proposition. That thence sin 
necessarily exists, is a piece of inconsequent argumentation, 
since it is not God’s ordination that does anything undue, but 
he who commits sin; and since it omits nothing due, but per- 
forms and accomplishes all things most wisely. But enough has 
been said about all this matter under the Sixth Proposition. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
SIXTEENTH PROPOSITION. 

Wuen I say “grace,” I do not exclude las for the 

former supposes the latter: but that phrase, performable by 

grace alone,” has the same force as if I had said, “not per- 


formable without grace ;” the particle ‘alone ” not implying 
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the oxclusion of nature, but tho necossary inclusion of grace. 
But when those antecedents have been laid down,—that a 
law was given to.man which’ ho cannot porform without 
grace; and that grace was not given to that man,—the con- 
clusion follows, that the cause of sin is not mau, but he who 
has laid down such a law, and has not bestowed the faculty 
of performing it: or, to speak more correctly, the transgres- 
sion of that law cannot then be called “sin,” when that law 
is unjust, as ifGod were reaping where He had not sowed, 
which is far from the good and just God; and when the trans- 
gression of it is necessary, not voluntary, from want of power 
not to transgress. Wherefore it is every way true: He who 
does not give that without which sin cannot be avoided, or 
who removes that without which the law cannot be performed, 
—he is truly the author of sin, or rather the cause that that 
law is not observed, which non-observance cannot then be 
accounted as sin. That condition, ‘if that which prevents is 
due,” is added here in vain. For necessarily God owes to 
man the power of performing that law which He lays down 
for him, unless perchance man have deprived himself of the 


power by his own fault; then God is not held bound to restore * . 


it. But that case has no place in the primeval state before 
sin. Tor in this senso I concode that he who is not bound to 
give the power of performing the law, and avoiding sin, is not , 
tho wuthor of sin if ho doog not give that powor: bub this 
must be added, that God is bound to give that power, if He 
gavo tho law whoso porformnnco nocossurily roquires ib, God 
indeed owes nothing to any one in a simple or absolute sense; 
for no one has given to Him so that he ought to be repaid : 
but God can by some act of His own make Himself a debtor 
to man, either by a promise, or by the requirement of an act. 
By a promise: if He promise simply or under condition, then 
He is a debtor simply or by the performance of the condition. 
‘For God is not unjust, that He should forget your work,” 
(Heb. vi. 10.) By the requirement of an act, He is a debtor to 
give the power necessary for the performance of that act. If He 
does not bestow it, and nevertheless requires the act by the 
law imposed, then He is the cause that man transgresses that 
law, and not man. (Isaiah v.) .— ? 
With regard to those antecedents,—whether the law im- | 
posed upon man be performable without grace or not, and 
whether man received supernatural grace in his first estate, 
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—there has been enough discussion in the answer to Proposi- 
tions 10 and 14. Nor has what is said anything to do with tho 

matter: “If man had sinned in a natural matter, (wherein 
grace was not due,) his will alone would have been to blame, 
not the absence of grace:” for who denies this ? if that law 
could have boon porformed by tho slrongth of naturo, Bub I 
totally deny that this was the case in that particular law 
given to Adam; and the causes of this denial have already 
been sect forth upon the answer to Proposition xiv. With 
regard to the ordination of sin, and how sin is subjected to 
Cod’s deerco, according to the notion of Calvin. and Boza, 
it has been discussed under Proposition vi. 1 allow, God’s 
ordination docs nothing undue: but because such ordination 
of sin as they attribute to God is not becoming for God, it is 
not wonderful that from it somewhat undue should be attri- 
buted toGod. =~ 


THE SEVENTEENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 

As relates to the third question, it is not contested in it 
whether God, foresceing the sins of some men, has prepared 
for them the punishment deserved ; but whether, so foresecing 
the sin of those passed by and left in nature, He has prepared 
punishment for them from eternity: which does not seem to 
me the case. 


’ ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE SEVENTEENTH PROPOSITION. 


Trosr for whose sin God has not prepared the punishment 
dogorvod are not the elect: therefore they are the passed by and 
reprobate. But that they have been so passed by as befits 
God’s wisdom, has been demonstrated before. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
SEVENTEENTH PROPOSITION. 


Tat they for whose sins God has prepared merited punish- 
ment are not elect, is universally true. For He has prepared 
merited punishment for the sins of the elect also, as well by 
laying them upon Christ that He might expiate them, as by 
sometimes requiring them from the elect themselves, that 
they may learn how they have deserved to be punished eter- 
nally, and how they would have been treated, unless God had 


determined to have pity upon them. But it is true if it be | 


understood of the preparation by the decree which we are 
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now discussing. or by that decree not only is the merited 
punishment prepared for sins, but it is also actually inflicted 


' on sinners, and that eternally. Nay, rather, by that docree 


punishment is not prepared for sin as being merited or due, 
but as not to be pardoned by mercy, which remits the debt to 
homo porsons. Which distinotion is required by tho order of 
election and predamnation, its opposite. For election remits 
merited and due punishment: predamnation, its opposite, 
does not remit merited and due punishment. It is therefore 
inflicted by damnation, which is the execution of predamna- ~ 
tion, not as being morited or duo, but as not having beon 
remitted. And then we must distinguish between preparation 
made for punishment by the just providence of God, and pre- 
paration made for punishment by the decree of Divine pre- 
damnation, which is opposed to election. For the former is 


~ escaped by all who ropent and belicve on the Son: the lattor 


no one escapes, because the decree of predamnation is irrevo- 
cable and peremptory. Yor the question is not whether God | 
has prepared punishment for those who have been so passed 
by as befits God’s wisdom ;—for who denies that if any have 
becn passed by, as they have been, they were so passed by as 
befits the wisdom of God ?—but it is asked whether God, fore- 
seeing the sin of those so passed by and left in nature, as has 
been explained, prepared punishment for them by a decree of 
predamnation; which seems to me improbable. I have ad- 
duced arguments in proof of this opinion of mine, which we 
will now consider. 


THE HIGHTEENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


Finstiy, From the foregoing statements: because punish- 


- ment cannot be justly prepared for those who are passed by 


through the pure act of the Divine pleasure, on account of sin 
foreseen, which must have been perpetrated by them neces- 
sarily from that passing by and leaving in nature. Secondly, 
Spiritual punishment was ordained for them: but spiritual 
punishment cannot: be ordained for those about to fall away 
from their original state, if spiritual reward have not been pro- 
vided, on the other side, for those about to remain steadfast in 
their original state. But reward of this sort has not been pro- | 
vided for such ; for they have been able to persist by the sole 
strength of nature ; but spiritual felicity cannot be acquired by 
that strength. . 
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ANBWER Ol JUNIUH VO TIM MIGIMERENTIL PROPOSTTION. 

To the First: It is denied, 1. That Adam was passed by in 
common by God, and left in nature; but according to the modo 
of nature he was left to himself only in the special and natural 
fact which would be within the power of nature alone ; and he 
was diligently forewarned by God, and, as if by agreement, 
informed by God. 2. It is denied that, as a consequence of 
that passing by, sin was nocossarily to bo perpetrated. Tor, 


_ if necessarily, there would have been in man’s nature a habit 


or passive quality: but it was, as regards power or capa- 
bility, free to cither, and contingently borne by the will to this 
or that. It was not therefore necessary for sin to be committed. 
Therefore he perpetrated it contingently, (as Scripture and the 
consent of the Church have always handed down,) as from the 
free power of naturé, which belongs to the will. For rightly 
does the wise man say, (Eccles. vii. 29,) “This have I 
found, that God made man upright, but they-seek out very 
many reasonings (ratiocinia).”” 

To the Second: In the proposition “ also” must be added, 
after this manner: “ Spiritual punishment also was ordained 
for them.” For, as Scripture testifies, punishment of both 
kinds, namely, corporal and spiritual, was appointed for them. 
But tho assumption is donicd, which says that reward of this 
kind had not beon prepared for them in common, if they had 
romminod wlondfnst in their original wlalo, Tor ib is quite ovi- 
dent that it was set before them by the covenant of nature, 
and by ordination to graco, if thoy had romainod stoadfust ; 
just as was both signified by the symbol of the tree of life, and 
promulgated by the denunciation of death. , For what is death, 
but the deprivation of this and the future life? But what de- 


| privation is there, unless man possessed life, the former kind 


by nature, but the latter by the ordination of graco, to be con- 


summated by God after the natural course of this life? But, 


to prove this dictwm, you add, ‘‘ lor they were able to persist 
in their original state by the sole strength of their nature.” 
This also is denied: they could do so only in natural things, 
by no means in things ordained for grace, as we have already 


often shown. ‘Therefore the whole argumentation is false. 


But, you will say, the argumentation is certain according to 
the hypothesis of Thomas [Aquinas], who in the matter of 
election held that man was considered in pure naturals. But 
we reply to those things in this manner: 1. That does not 
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concorn us, who affirm man to have been considered by God 
in the general in the matter of election. 2. Although Thomas 
somotimos sponks thus, yot he must bo undorstood corroctly, 
because in this place he is taken equivocally ; for there is one 
ratio of election,—about which, however, we have explained 
the sentiments of the same Thomas under Proposition vi.,-— 
another of Adam’s condition, when he fell into sin. But it is 
ovident from all Thomas’s writings that ho nover oven dreamt 
of such a thing as that Adam was then in pure natu- 
rals. For how could he entertain such an opinion, who every- 
where openly declares that man was created in supernatural 
grace, and asserts this expressly in opposition to the Master 
of the Sentences? * The hypothesis, then, is false, and falsely 
ascribed to Thomas. But if the hypothesis is false, the argu- 
mentation also is to no purpose. Neither could man by the 
sole strength of nature persevere in his own condition and~ 
state, (for I would rather that that expression were used than 
“ origin,” because it is more evident,) nor could he thereby 
acquire spiritual felicity : for spiritual felicity is not the reward 
of workers, but the inheritance of sons in Christ; given by 
grace, not procured by labour. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO TIE 
EIGHTEENTH . PROPOSITION. 

"uw Wirst argumont rests upon the hypothosis of the doll- 
nition by which preterition is defined in your Theses, That 
stands thus: ‘Protorition is tho act of the Divino pleasure by 
which God from eternity has determined to leave certain erea- 
tures in their own nature, and not to bestow upon them the 
supernatural grace by which their upright nature may be 
strengthened, or their corrupt nature renewed, for the setting 
forth of the liberty of His goodness.” But nature is that 
“which can do nothing supernatural or Divine,” as it is in. 
Thesis x. of the same disputation. Tor those who are passed 
by are left in the same nature, and that considered in the same 
mode, out of which, and considered in like manner, the pre- 
destinated are raised up. Left in such a nature, ‘which can 
do nothing supernatural or Divine,” they cannot perform the 
law which is not performable without supernatural grace. 
Wherefore punishment cannot justly be prepared for them on 

* Peter Lombard, whose “ Sentenens ”? were the chief source of the Scholastic 
Theology of the Medieval Latin Church.—W. N. 
VOL. Il. 5 N 
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account of sin of this kind committed against a law not per- 

, them. 
eae thing which is denied seems to me to be see 
the mark. For we are not discussing about the mode Hl Se 
Adam was left to his own nature and given up to Stee) 
For, leaving Adam in the hand of his own counsel ki Nek 
belong tothe decree of preterition, but to Mead : fess 
God has dealt with man recently created without t tag Sie 
of predestinated and ee ; ees san ane a x aes 
ing to the hypothesis that He wishec 7 : ce am i 
we are discussing the leaving in nature, whic . es tel 
decree of preterition. If you say that ge : : bre die 

re considered by God in Adam as parta Kers O dl 

E:, 3 ‘which Adam peace’ in his Pa a a7 ence 
that, so considered, they were not left in acs ue pies 
“can do nothing supernatural or Divine. os ee 
hypothesis will be false, which seems to rest only o 
nition of preterition employed in your Theses. re 

To the Second denial I answer : As a ec ap hte Sa cones 
in the nature which ‘‘can do nothing ees i Bees 

(understand, neither by itself, which I allow ; ci ; Ae Led 

es capi me nd fe gecueicore fydthests of 

‘al could have been addea, recording ‘yp 
ides gin must necessarily be Pe Reale pe 

/ left, because it cannot be avoided excep ry Le 

etc ‘al what The will, indeed, is free, but not in ae EA 

thi Bit hick cannot be either performed or omitted Mi ye 
Sinatiiral grace ; just as neither is it free in ene ; he 
ms by which it wills good to the universe and to 1 oh ni 
‘Whe Seaton is, because there is in man a a pi : me 
clining towards that sapien aa ie i i hier tee 
occas fom teed it if the will be not endowed ie tale 

Gover of a ae that motion; which power 18 ules re 
Sco, tacnaitag (0 our hypothesis. ‘To explain this 1 
tally I add a few words. 

The negative act of Go 
rovidence, or one 
Be ecehaiinguiched from providence. 


d, which preceded man’s sin, is either 
of reprobation or preterition as it is 
Not of veprobation: 
| repro 
1. Because the act of rep a it 
ae not to all; forall were not reprobated. 
. ’ 


‘ Sha lian 
$n consequence of the negative act of reprobation, 


2. If sin exists 
or not with- 


bation is with reference to some 


RVI CONFERENCE Witir Junius. 179 


out it, then only some men sin, and some do not: to wit, those 
sin with whom God deals by the negative act of His preterition; 
those do not sin with whom He does not deal by the same 
act: But all have sinned: Therefore it is 
of that act. 8. If sin exists in consequence of the negative act 
of reprobation, then it follows that Adam, and all men in him, 
are reprobates: for Adam, and in him all men, sinned. But 
the consequent is false: the antecedent therefore ig false algo. 
4. On the contrary. If man’s sin is in consequence of the 
negative act of preterition, then man’s perseverance in good is 
in consequence of the affirmative act of predestination, which 
must be opposed to that at the same moment, (for neither ig 
without the other, and they are spoken of in opposition,) at 
least with regard to that sole act : But no man perseyveres in 
good, in which he was created, in consequence of the affirma- 
tive act of predestination: Therefore neither is man’s sin in 
consequence of the negative act of reprobation or preterition, 
5. Those to whom God once, by the negative act of reproba- 
tion, denies efficacious help,—to them He finally denies effica- 
cious help; otherwise the reprobate are not reprobate: But to 
all men He does not refuge efficacious help; for so all would 
be reprobate: Therefore that act by which efficacious help has 
boon once deniod to all mon is not an uct of reprobation. But 
because some negative act of God preceded man’s sin,—for 


not in consequence 


~ otherwise man would not have sinned,—therefore that act is 


one of providence. 


But here two things are to be considered. Firstly: That 
sin does not exist necessarily from that negative act, but, 
when that act takes place, may either come to pass or not, - 
For Providence has ordained man to eternal life, and has 
bestowed the means sufficient and necessary to obtain that ; 
leaving to man’s will the free use of those means, and being 
unwilling to impede that liberty, lest it should rescind what 


_ it had appointed; as Tertullian beautifully observes in the 


passage cited by you from his second book Against Marcion 
(resp. 14). From which negative act of God, unwilling to 
prevent sin efficaciously, (the opposite act to which, the 
affirmative one of willing efficaciously to hinder, would have 
been unfitting for man’s first institution; and the affirmative 
act of willing to prevent finally would have been one of pre- 
destination,) it follows that man could actually sin, not that 
he did actually sin. But because God, in virtue of His bound- 
: nN 2 
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loss knowledge, saw from oternity that man would fall at a 
certain time, hence tho fall happened infallibly, in respect 
only of that foreknowledge, not in respect of any act of God’s 
will, oithor affirmativo or nogative. lor whatevor happened 
infallibly in respect of an act of God’s will, the same hap- 
pened also necessarily, not by necessity of the consequence 
only, but also of the consequent. Hence it may be allowed 
to noto bricfly tho difference between what comes to pass 
infallibly, and what necessarily: for the former is from the 
infinity of God’s knowledge, the latter from thie act of God’s 
will: the former respects God’s knowledge alone, to which it 
-appertains to know contingencies infallibly and certainly: the 
latter belongs to the very existence of the thing, the necessity 
for which arose from God’s will. 

Secondly: It must be considered that God’s providence 
does not discriminate precisely between men, as they are elect 
or reprobate. And therefore that negativo act of God is about 
all men in common and universally, without any distinction 
of elect and reprobate. From these things I draw this con- 
clusion: Because that negative act which preceded sin is not 
one of reprobation or preterition, but of providence distin- 
guished therefrom, hence it follows that God in the act of pre- 
torition was not dealing with men considered without sin or 
ag not yot sinners. lor no negative act of preterition pre- 
coded, oithor in ordor or in time, thin noywbive net of provi- 
dence. Also, no other act of preterition intervened between 
this act of providenco, and sin, If any act of pretorition 
intervened, an act of predestination also intervened. Not tho 
latter: therefore not the former. For this act of predestina- 

tion would be the conservation of some in good, and their de- 
- liverance from possible sin. But no man ever was conserved 
in good, and freed from possible sin: for all have sinned. 
But there is no need here to prove that man sinned, not 
necessarily, but freely ; for that is not controverted: but it 
had to be shown that, even when that preterition had taken 
place, man nevertheless sinned freely and not necessarily. — 
The Second argument also rests upon the hypothesis 
which I believe myself to have derived from your Theses,— 
whether rightly or not, you in your wisdom will be able to 
judge. The hypothesis consists of two parts. The first 1s: 
Supernatural felicity cannot be acquired by the powers of na- 
ture alone. The second: Tho law given to Adam could be 
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performed by tho sole powers of nature. Tho Jirst part is true ‘ 


- tho second is contained in your Theses. Man is left in a 


nature which can do nothing supernatural or Divine. But 
yot ho could perform the law: otherwise God is unjust, when 
enjoining a law not performable by the creature. Hence I 
have concluded that a spiritual punishment ought not to have 
been imposed for the transgression of that law, for the per- 
formance of which a spiritual or supernatural reward has not 
been promised : But, for the performance of the law which is 
performable by the powers of nature alone, a supornatural 
reward has not been promised ; otherwise nature will be able 
to acquire the supernatural: Therefore spiritual punishment 
ought not to have been imposed for the transgression of that 
same law. My sub-assumption is: But the law given to 
Adam was performable ‘by the powers of nature -alone,” 
according to your sense, as far as I could perceive it: therefore 
spiritual punishment ought not to be imposed upon it. But 
spiritual punishment was imposed upon it: therefore unjustly. 

But I will not now inquire further whether those conse- 

quences follow from your Theses or not; because now you 
openly assert that a supernatural reward was provided for our 
first parents, if they had remained in their original state. 
And therefore I doubt whethor that argumontation of mino is 
valid, as being one from under which the hypothesis on which 
it roubod in tukon away, Bul from what you wy D draw this 
conclusion in behalf of my opinion: What was provided for 
ull mon under condition of obedience which they wore able 
to render from tho gift of God granted or to be granted to 
them by the appointment of grace; that very thing cannot 
be denied to some men by the sure and definite decree of God 
unless their disobedience has been foreseen: But eternal Fe 
has been provided for all men on condition of obedience which 
they were able to render: Therefore eternal life cannot be 
denied to some men by the certain and definite decree of God, 
that is, by preterition, unless their disobedience has been 
foreseen. And therefore men have been considered by God, 
when passing by them, as sinners,—not therefore considered 
in common. 

I touch upon the opinion of Thomas [Aquinas], only as it 
has been set forth in your Theses. But it may be allowed 
me to beg of Thomas to prove that God passed by man consi- 
dered in a state of uprightness, in which he had not only 
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naturals, but supernaturals also. I allow that spiritual feli- 
city is the inheritance of sons, but one which would have fallen 
to the lot of those who stood firm in their primeval state on an- 
other ground than to the believers in Christ. For on the 
former it would have been bestowed according to the law of 
works ; to the latter it is given according to the law of faith : 
to the former the reward would have been given “ from debt,” 
as to them who work; (Rom. iy. 4;) to the latter it ig im- 
puted ‘‘from grace,” as to them that believe: to the former 
it would have been given according to ‘‘ the righteousness of 
the law,” which says, ‘‘ The man who has done those things 
shall live in them;” to the latter it is given according to 
the righteousness of faith,” which says, “If thou shalt 
belicve in thine heart,” &c. (Rom. x.) But about that prime- 
val state, and persoverance in it, we have already discoursed. 


THE NINETEENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


- Besins all theso things it soems necessary to consider, 
that, since predestination, preterition, reprobation, actually 
put nothing in the predestinated, passed by, and reprobated, 
the subject of execution in the fact, and of the decree in the 
Divine mind, is entirely the same, and considered in the same 
manner. Wherefore, since God does not communicate grace 
retuully, oxcopt to tho sinnor, namely, tho graco provided by 
predostination; since Ho does not actually pass by,—docs 
nob condomn or punish,--oxcopt the sinnor; tho consoquont 
seems to be, that God determined not to impart grace, except 
to tho sinner; not to pass by, not to reprobate, excopt the 
sinner. 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE NINETEENTH PROPOSITION. 


Beronrz I speak of the matter itself, it is needful to call to 
mind that homonymy upon which we remarked under the 
Second Proposition. To reprobate, in all this writing of yours, 
is todamn, and reprobation is damnation. But with me repro- 
bation and preterition, or non-election, are the same. On 
which account, in order to make the matter the clearer, you 
will not take it amiss if I substitute “ damnation ” for the word 

_yeprobation.” ae 

You say that “predestination, preterition, and damnation, 
actually put nothing in the predestinated ; ” that is, that the 
person predestinated, or elected, passed by, and damned, 1s 


i RFs z 
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elected, passed by, and damned by God without contemplation 
of any quality which exists in that individual. But I think’ 
that according to the Scriptures these stand in a different ratio : 
for election, indeed, and non-election put nothing inthe elected 
and the passed by; but damnation supposes sin, in conse- 
quence of which the sinner is damned: otherwise the whole 
work of predestination is eternal. In these, therefore, I will- 
ingly agree that the subject must be considered entirely in 
the same manner in the thing itself and in the mind: for the 


_ elect is chosen, and the reprobate passed by, as a man; he is 


damned as a sinner. He who is elected or passed by as a man 
in actual performance, was elected or passed by as such in the 


_ mind of God: he who is damned as a sinner, has been fore- 


damned as such. Otherwise the internal and the external 
acts of God would be at variance; which must never be ad- 


‘ mitted. 


This being well understood, you see, my brother, whatever _ 
you build thereupon can in no way stand firm. You say that 
‘God cannot communicate the grace provided by predestina- — 


tion, that is, saving grace, except to the sinner ; that He does as 


not actually pass by, except the sinner.” But if you say this 
of saving grace universally and simply, the salvation of the 
elect angels and the preterition of the others show this to bo 
fulyo. lor, what? did God elect and pass by angels as sinners? 
Lot Origon ontortain that viow: wo suroly think quito diffor- 
ontly, ‘hon again, if you say that your discourse is restricted 
to grace in man, it follows from this very Proposition of yours 
that tho first man, in that integrity, had not the communica- 
tion of saving grace; which, indeed, I do not suppose that 
you yourself will say. Therefore this grace is communicated 
to man as a man, although nota sinner ; not only to an angel. 
If you say that grace is communicated to man with relation to 
his now being a sinner, we do not deny it; nay, we believe 
that it is communicated to no man except a sinner, because 
no man is not a sinner. , We willingly grant you that none 
except a sinner is damned or punished. And in this way that 


_ part of your conclusion which has reference to election and non- 


election is denied; but that part is conceded which has reference — 
to damnation. : 
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ARMINIUS’S REPLY, Olt CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
NINETEENTH PROPOSITION. 

I nave used the word ‘‘reprobation” according to your 
sense, 0s I have alreadysaid and demonstrated several times : 
but, as you substitute for it the word “damnation,” I have 
nothing to say against it. But you do not take my argument in 
its truco sonsc. Jor I donot mean thereby that the person pre- 
destinated, passed by, and damned, is elected, passed by, 
damned by God without consideration of any quality which 
“may bein him. How can1? when everywhere I endeavour 
to prove that sin is the condition or quality required in the 
_ object of the whole Divine decree. But this is the true sense: 
Predestination, preterition, predamnation, as acts remaining 
in the agent, or as internal acts, convey no passion from 
themselves into the outward object; but the execution of 
those internal acts, which consists in external acts, passes into 
outward things, and produces some effect in them, as Thomas 
[Aquinas] explains in his First Swmma, quest. Xxiil., art. 
2; whence it is apparent, by the scholastical phrase made use 
of, that it is onc thing to put (ponere), anothor to suppose (sup- 
ponere), something in tho cloct, passed by, damned. But 
if thoso external ucts pub nothing in the object, thon 
it follows that tho objoct is entirely the same, and con- 
sidored in tho samo way by God, both when deerceing ond 
whon oxooulings or as woll in intornal nels aw in’ oxbornal, 
when He is engaged about that object. Whenco I conclude : 


Boowso it is cortain that God doos not by external act com- | 


municate the grace prepared by predestination except to man 
a sinner, does not by external act pass by any one except a 
sinner, does not by external act damn any one except a sinner ; 
hence it follows that God by the internal act of predestination 
does not prepare grace except for a sinner, did not determine 
to pass by any one except a sinner, nor to predamn any one 
except a sinner; that is, does not deal with any one by the 
internal act of predestination, preterition, and predamnation, 
except with man considered as a sinner. But I suppose it to be 
most true that God does not communicate the grace prepared 
by predestination to any one except a sinner,—does not pass 
by anyone except asinner. (About damnation we are agreed.) 
Nor does your twofold argument put any obstacle in the way 
of this truth. For, as regards the first, I make that answer 
which your sagacity foresaw I should make, that we are not 
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treating of tho prodostination and reprobation of angols, but 


of that of man: wherefore, though it may not be universally 
true that the grace prepared by predestination belongs only 
to sinners,—as in the exception of angels,—yet this is true 
about mon, tho word “ graco” being rostricted to that which 
has been provided by predestination for men. As for your 
othor argument, by which absurdity is chargod upon my Pro- 
position, because it thence follows that man in his first inte- 
grity had not any communication of saving grace; I answer, 
that there is a homonymy, or ambiguity, in the words, “ saving 
grace.” For that saving grace may be taken for the grace 
which can confer salvation, and which is sufficient; and for | 
that which certainly and in fact does confer salvation, and is 
efficacious: likewise for the grace which God bestowed on man 
in his primeval state, and for that which He bestows on man 
in a state of sin, that, being freed therefrom in Christ, he may 
by Him obtain life from death. My Proposition allows that 
man possessed the former in his state of uprightness, and so 
avoids the absurdity. Butmy Proposition denies that he had 
the latter beforo the fall; and at the samo timo donios that 
this is absurd. But this latter is not that former grace pre- 
pared by prodostination ; nnd go on this ground all my argu- 
mentation romains firm and unmoved, 

On those accounts, therefore, Rovorond Sir, I cannot yot 
porsundo mysolf bub that tho adoquato objoot of prodomtinntion, 
preterition, predamnation, is man considered by God as a 
ginnor. 


THE TWENTIETH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


Nor does this opinion seem to me to be established by the 
argument from the necessary delaration of the liberty of grace 
and of the Divine goodness. For even though I allow the 
declaration of that liberty to be necessary, yet I will say that 
it has been declared in creation itself and in the distinction of 
things, and moreover could have been, nay, ought to havo 
been, declared in another manner. The argument from the 
necessary declaration of the Divine justice has no greater 
effect upon me; as well because justice in God, as His nature, 
bears itself equally towards every object, and all its parts, 
unless it be diversified by His will, as because God has de- 


— clared Himself in the Scriptures to be such an one for whom 
' it is not necessary according to legal justice to punish a sin- 
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nor for the manifestation of ITis own justice ; but who know 
another more noble way for the manifestation of Lis justice. 
Nor does the argument seem to have any force which is 
deduced from the nature of providence; to which it may 
appertain to permit that avy should fall away from tho high- 
est good and the supernatural end: because that permission, 
understood in a suitable sonse, is to be attributed not so much 
to sustaining and governing, as to creating providence. 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO TIE TWEN'TINTI PROPOSITION. 
Arter having spoken about election and reprobation, wo 
come in this place to the consideration of the end, from which 
the goodness or badness of actions is often accustomed to be 
recognised. But a threefold end is here considered: that of 
the Divine liberty in grace and goodness, that of justice, and 
that of providence. More, indeed, might be adduced : but from 


these we may form a judgment respecting the rest. 


The First end is attacked by two arguments. For, 1. It is 
said that ‘“ that liberty has been declared in creation itself and 
in the distinction of things:” and that therefore there was 
no need that it should be declared in this also. The conse- 
quent is denied: for neither was it enough that it should be 
declared in creation and the distinction of things, unless it 
wero declared in the progress and ond also; nor truly docs it 
follow, if it has been sufficiently doclared in this naturo and 
the life of this world, that therefore it ought not to bo 
declared in the higher nature and in the life of the world to 
come. For, on the contrary, if God had declared His liberty 
only in lower matters, and not in higher ones appertaining to 
another world, it might seem unwise to have omitted, or not 
to have been able to give, a more worthy declaration of His 
liberty. For the manifestation of that liberty is more worthy 
in more worthy matters: and that good thing is better and 
more worthy, whose consequences are better and more worthy. 
That God did not know this, or could not do it, or was unwill- 
ing, who can believe? 2. It is said that that liberty ‘ more- 
over could have been, nay, ought to have been, declared in 
another manner.” I grant it: for both in this way and in 
others it could and ought, just as was actually done by God. 
But if you say “in another” exclusively, meaning In another 


and not in thig manner; it is denied, and has been sufficiently - 


confuted in the argumentation next preceding. © 
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The Second end is attacked in like manner by two argu- 
monts. Tho first urgumont, comprohoudod in those words, 
“‘ Because justice in God, as His nature, bears itself equally,” 


| &e., is met in the same place by the addition of those words, 


“‘unloss it bo diversified by [ix will.” “For justico indeod ig 
regarded by us in two modes,—as a habit, and as an act pro- 
ceeding therefrom, and emanating first within, then outside. 
In God, in like manner, it is considered in two modes,—as 
nature, and as an act of nature flowing through tho will from 
nature and according to God’s nature. In the former mode 
justice is the very essence of God; in the latter, the work of 
that essence. Of the former mode it is said most truly, 
“Justice in God, as His nature, bears itself with equality to- 
wards its every object, and all its parts: although the par- 
ticle, “‘as nature,” may be explained in two modes; either 
damep dvots, 80 as to imply likeness, (in which sense I should 
suppose it to have been used by you,) or cafes pvous, just as 


the nature of God is justice itself, or its essence. For since — 


God’s essence is altogether most simple, justice, nature, 
essence, and other attributes are in reality one, though they 
may reasonably be distinguished by us. About the latter 
mode of justice, however, that is added most fittingly, “ unless 
it be diversified by His will;” but yet in an equivocal senso, 
Tor God's justice, as Ilis naturo, is nover diversified, not oven 
by Hiswill. For what ? would God will a chango in His ossenca, 
—TIlis own nature ? whose property is,—I do not say in every 
mode, but univocally, belonging to it alone and always,— 
immutability. (James i.). But that justice which is the work 
of the Divine essence, emanating from it by the will; whether 
within or without; that indced is diversified in endless modes, 
just as His wisdom and His will impel. 

The latter argument—to speak briefly, without turning my 
back on it—is in fault in two modes. For although the first 
part of what you say is true, if it be well understood,—‘‘ God 


' has in the Scriptures declared Himself to be such an one for 


whom it is not necessary according to legal justice to punish 
a sinner for the manifestation of His own justice,”—as being 
One whose justice transcends legal justice in all modes, and 


‘infinitely, just as the truth usually surpasses the type, and 


the body the shadow, in the nature of things; yet it in no 
way follows therefrom, that God therefore ought not so to 
punish the sinner for the manifestation of His justice; or that 
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His so punishing proceeds from legal justice. But on the 
contrary it rather follows, both that God ought so to have 
punished tho sinner for tho manifestation of His justice; and 
that His so punishing is according to His own justice, which 
exceeds legal justice (or righteousness), surpasses it in the 
most excellent mode, that is, the Divine; and which He Him- 
self has put in the form of legal justice for us,—in a word, for 
our model, as a shadowing forth of that most excellent justice. 
There is nothing of justice expressed in the law, which is not 
in God’s justice (or righteousness), and which does not flow 
forth most excellently therefrom: in the law He has both ex- 
pressed our righteousness due from us, and shadowed forth His 
own. Only consider this, that God is justice (or righteous- 
ness) univocally, or (if you prefer it) that He is the univocal 
beginning and cause of all righteousness, as of all good; and 
then determine whether you will withdraw what you have 
said. Jor if He is righteousness univocally,.or the univocal 
principle and cause of all righteousness, then He is the princi- 
ple, cause, and effector of this righteousness also, not only 
mediately as it is shadowed forth by the law, but also imme- 
diately as it is effected by the work itself. For whence is 
that righteousness of the law, except from God, expressing by 
Tlis most wiso will what TTo is, and what-TIo doos in accord. 
anco with His essence? Then again, if God is justico univo- 
oully, nud tho principle of justice, thon Lo doos nob punish 
nocording to logal rightoousnoss, but according to Tis own, 
which tho law shadowed forth to suit human understanding, 
and which it cannot but express in created things, as well in 
this world as in the world to come, as He has declared in the 
_ word. 

But that second assertion is still more faulty, wherein you 
say, that “ God knew another and better way for the revela- 
tion of His righteousness.” God certainly knew both that and 
another and every way for the revelation of His righteousness, 
in the Divine mode. But, my brother, in this case you should 
always bear in mind that God always contemplates all things 
according to the particular ratio, and the ratio of the uni- 
verse over which He presides. With regard to the second 
reason,— if it be denied that God knew a nobler way for the 
revelation of His righteousness, wherefrom, I beg, will you 
prove it? For to the pious it will seem altogether more pro- 
bable, since God is wise, that therefore He most wisely took the 
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‘noblest way in this matter, that (which is the work of tho 


Divine wisdom) His justice might be manifested, to His glory, » 
our instruction, and the perfection of the universe. However, 
let it be that God knew another more noble way to effect this _ 
matter, since He is most knowing: still I deny that, according 
to the arrangement of the universe, a more noble way existed, 
by which God could obtain that, because it would have been 
better for tho more noble way to be employed for something. 
better. For it concerns God’s wisdom that all kinds of 
ways should be taken in manifesting His righteousness of 
all kinds, and should be laid bare to the eyes of all in the uni- 
verse. Let there be, for the sake of example, a nobler way of 


revealing that admirable Divine justice, that which troubled 


and will eternally trouble the evil angels :—if I grant it to bo 
so, do you not see that it belongs to God’s wisdom that this. 
mode also of the Divine righteousness should be diversified ? — 
And this is enough about the second argument. 


The Third end, which is from the providence of God, is goby 


rid of in a singular manner, by the exception, as they call it, 
that ‘that permission is to be attributed not so much to sus- 
taining and governing, as to creating, providence.” With 
your good leave, the whole exception is denied, and is struck 
out by tho definition of torms itsolf, without our saying any- 
thing. Come, describe mo a certain lino, as it woro, of Divine 
providenvo; whose bogimaling ov fiasboxbromlly id callod orowblow ; 
for thatis orontion, tho production from not boing to boing, as thoy 
speak : let the middle term be governing, comprising sustenta- 
tion and management: let the end or hinder extremity be 
consummation : then see to which part you will assign that 
permission. Creation is the act of God alone, who communi-., 
cates His glory to no created thing: for it was created, not 
creating. But by the act of creation existence is given to things, 
go that what is not taapetixds, ‘ substantively,” in nature, 
yet exists. By creation therefore it is given to man that he 
should be man, and that whatever belongs to man, as he isa 
creature, should be in man. - And in this way liberty of will 
has been attributed to man.. But what is permission? It is 
not an act of God, but His cessation from any act: it does 
not give being to the thing, but it delivers up to the 
thing which exists the power of its own life. Nature itself 
tells us these things,—that creation, to wit, differs from per- 
mission in genus and differentia, Why should I say more?. 
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Creation is not part of ordination, but the beginning, point, 
boundary, so to speak : the permission of ordination, however, 


is from that principlo of the consequent already laid down: it 


loos not therefore belong to creation. The liberty of the will 
Inman door, Indeed, belong to creation ; bub as in tho osson- 
tial faculty, not as in the action thence procecding; which 
action, doubtless, as far as rogards its boing a created faculty, 
and furnished with its own qualities, is by God’s ordination, 
and ordination is by providoncee. Indced, I do not see on what 


ground tho permission accorded to our first paronts should be 


assigned to creation ; but that accorded to us, to ordination. 


_ Both must be of the same genus. Then again, even if I fancied 


permission to be from creation, that also, even according to 
you, would be the work of providence, since you name crca- 
ting providence equally with sustaining and governing provi- 
dence. Permission,then, with your assent, belongs to provi- 
dence: but, as we confirm it, and as, I hope, you agree, it belongs 
to providence governing or managing. Wherefore, however 
you may express it, permission belongs to the ratio of that 
providence, as its best consequence. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF TIE ANSWER TO THE 
TWENTIETH PROPOSITION, 

ius fur L have cxamined the opinion itself, which presents 
man. as tho objoct of predostination and pretcrition, considered 
either in pure naturals, or even with supernaturals, yet with- 
out the contemplation of sin as a condition required in the 
object. And I seem to myself to have proved that man was 
considered by God, when decreeing, no otherwise than as a sin- 


ner. NowI reply to the three arguments which are usually 
brought forward to establish that opinion. AndI only demon- . 


strate that an opinion of this kind is not confirmed by those 
arguments. Wherefore the purpose of the proposition seems 
to demand that not only that demonstration of mine be refuted, 
but also that the force of those arguments be proved. But, 


by what extreme labour you have superseded those arguments, — 


—on what grounds my reasonings are inyalidated,—let us 
now see, one by one. , 

I take away the First argument from the necessary 
declaration of the liberty of the Divine grace and goodness, 
firstly, by simply denying that necessity; then, if that neces- 
sity is conceded, by denying that mode, which is a preterition 
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of such a sort as is described by the opinion opposed to mine. 
Which denial is confirmed, partly because God has declared the 
liberty of His goodness in the creation and distinction of things: 
partly, because He could, nay, ought to declare that liberty | 
in quito anothor modo than by that sort of pretorition, But, 
in order. that these things may be better understood, I will 
sy a littlo with regard todeclaration. T'irstly, Sinco no oxtor- 
nal act of God is simply necessary, no declaration also of the 
liberty of the Divine goodness is simply necessary. Tor God, 
by His intornal and essential knowledgo of Ilimself, is happy, 
and is glorious in Himself: Secondly, Because, however, it 
seemed fit to God by a free act of His will to communicate 
His own good outside of Himself for the declaration of His. 
goodness, it appears that not only the goodnessitself should have 
been thereby to be declared, but also the liberty of the good-" 
ness: by which it might appear that God has communicated 
His own good to His creatures by no necessity, but of His 
own mere will: not for the increase of His own good, which is 
perfect, but for the complement of nothing, and of the crea-. 
tures formed therefrom, according to the mode. of communica- 
tion provided by an internal act of His will, as well for the 
sevoral parts of nothing as for the several creatures. 

But the good which God willed to communicate outside of 
Ilimsolf is twofold in rospoct of the subject to which Lo detor- 
mined to communicate it, natural and supernatural. In tho 
communication of both it was right that He should declare 
not only His goodness, but also the liberty of His goodness — 
and grace. Inthe communication of natural good He declared 
the liberty of His goodness by the creation and distinction of 


things. For when He imparted to that first part of nature — 


which is purely nothing, or chaos, this entity and form, He 
thereby declared another freedom of His communication. In 
the communication of supernatural good He has declared the 
same liberty of His, since He has made a great part of His 
creatures unfit for the reception of supernaturals,—has made 
angels and men alone capable of the same, partakers also of 
some supernaturals by the very act [of creation]. In respect 
of those things, of which He has made all angels universally, 
and the first men, and in them the rest that should be born 
from them, partakers under condition, no preterition of this 
kind has place, but only that which affects the other crea- 


-4ures; for He has passed them by in the communication of 
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supernatural good things. But in the communication of tho . 


_ good things, of which He has not made angels and men par- 
—tukors in yory dood, but only capablo thoroof, tho liberty of 
the Divine goodness and grace was also to be declared, in 
order that it might on this account be evident to angels and 
men that it was not from the excollence and merit, of their 
nature, but from grace, that those things were bestowed which 
thoy all recoived, as well as that those things would bo given 
_of which they were made capable. 

These things I thus acknowledge and confess; but I deny 
that the mode of the Divine liberty to be declared in the com- 
munication of these things is proterition of this kind. I deny 
also that preterition of this kind was made use of by God to 


demonstrate that liberty ; and I meant this, when I said that _ 


« it might be, nay, ought to have been declared in quite another 
mode ;” excluding, by that little word ‘‘ another,” the mode 
which is contained in that preterition. ‘ 

If it be asked, in what other mode the liberty of the Divine 
goodness could be, nay, ought to have been declared ; I answer, 


that as regards the case of men, (for I have always excluded | 


that of angels,) that liberty could have been declared, if God 
would prescribe the condition on which Ho wished to commu- 
nicato it; declared also from an cternal decree, when Ho sot 
forth to man the condition on which he might obtain eternal 
lifo, and thoso gifts of graco which, beyond what wore alroudy 
given, might be necessary to obtain it. Ifit were to be de- 
glared, it ought to havo boon declared in another mode, bocauso 
not in that mode: for that befits neither God’s wisdom nor 
His justice, as being a mode by which certain good things are 
absolutely denied to a creature capable of the same by the 
Divine goodness and grace, without any condition. Therefore 
fit ought to have becn declared] in another mode, and indeed 
in that which I have mentioned. For God cannot decree not 
to give to any eroature that of which he is capable, and for the 


sake of which he was created, unless under the condition that . 


he has made himself unfit for receiving the good things, of 


which he was made capable by his Creator. But, however tho » 


matter stands, it ought to have been shown by you, how the 
argument from the freedom of the Divine goodness and grace 
will avail to establish a pretorition or non-election of this sort, 
‘such as is described in your Theses. 

The Second argument is from the necessary declaration of 
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God’sjustico, I impugn this argumont by two reasons. But, 


in order that it may be understood how valid those reasons 
of mino aro against that argument, lot it bo known that I 
wished to demolish that very argument as it has been laid 
down in your Theses. ‘These-are your words, in Thesis 17: 
Preparation of punishment is an act of the Divine pleasure 
by which God from eternity determined, for the declaration of 
His own justice, to punish such creatures as were not about 
to stand firm in their original state,” &c. And in Thesis 18: 
‘God prepares punishment for creatures about to sin against 
His order, to be reprobated on account of sin, from the neces- 
sity of His justice.” Because in these words “‘ reprobation ” 
and ‘preparation of punishment,” which are here taken for 
the same, are said to have been effected “‘ from the necessity 
of the Divine justice,’ I am wishful to confute that, as, for 
two reasons, being by no means in agreement with the 
truth. 

The First reason is of this kind: If God prepares punish- 
ment for sinners from the necessity of His justice, then He 
prepares punishment for all sinners universally, namely, by a 
decree of predamnation. But the consequent is false: there- 
fore the antecedent also. The consequence of the proposition 
is certain: because, sinco justice is considered in God as a 
natural affection, then it is omployed in the same way about 
its wholo objoct nnd all ils parts. But hore tho objoct of 
justice is sinners: therefore it is employed equally about all 
sinners: that is, it provides punishment for all, And this is 
whut the word “ necossity ” added to “ justice” clearly signi- 
fies. For if it necessarily provides punishment for sinners or 
those about to sin, then it provides it for all without distinction ; 
and the same word added to “justice ” indicates that justice must 
be so considered as far as it is a natural affection in God: 
and it cannot be placed over predamnation on account of the 
causo just mentioned. But I have added, ‘unless it be diver- 
sified by the will,” by which I wished to signify that it was 
within the range of God’s will to use that natural affection of 
His simply or relatively,—with regard to all sinners, or with 
regard to some only : and thereby I refute not what I said be- 
fore, but that necessity which is added to predamning justice. 
For if, whilst God’s will administers that justice, it happens 
that God provides punishment for some sinners, and for others 
does not provide it, but pardons, then that predamnation, or 
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reprobation, (as it is here called,) has not been decreed by 
God from the necessity of justice. yee 

I will state it more briefly. Justice in God has a disposition 
to punish sin, as mercy or grace has a disposition to pardon it, 
without any distinction of those who have committed sin. If 
justice were an act administrative of itself, it would punish all 
sinners; ifmercy were administrative of itself,it would forgive sin 
to all; ono of which acts is impossible to happen at the same 
timo with theother; and in this way tho one would snatch away 
from the other the declaration of itself; which ought not to 
happen. Wherefore God’s wisdom, placed over those attributes 
to moderate them, adjudges that its own place be conceded to 
each of them. The will of God, following the judgment of His 
wisdom, so administers justice, asis fair, thatthere may beroom 
for mercy also, and so administers mercy, as 18 proper; that 
the honour of His justice may in turn be displayed. But 
that what is decreed by that will has been done by necessity 
either of justice or of mercy, in my opinion, cannot be Bal, ; 

The Second reason is of this kind: If God knew another oa 
more noble way for the manifestation of His jastice ee ne 
by which, according to the rule of law, punishments 3 ee 
pared for those who are about to sin, then the declaration 
justico administered according to the rule of eae % 
nocossary. But tho first clause is true : thorefore wv is 0 
lnbbor, Tho consequence of tho munjor is firm. Tor, if Lie 
fold way lies open for the illustration of the cae jus i 
then it is not absolutely necessary for God to Fee in me 
way precisely. As regards the minor, God’s ee ee. 
declared by the exaction of punishment from those who : 
sinned : the same justice can also be declared by whe me oe 
of the same punishment from Him who has offered Ba. 
according to God’s will as bail and surety for pete ee 
is the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin of the wo a. 
(John i, 29.] “He hath made Him (to be) sin for us, Re 
knew no sin,” &c. [2 Cor. v. 21.] This way 18 more ee 
and more noble than the other : for thereby it is ae is é ‘a 
manifested how greatly God abhors sin, than by oe ib a 4 
which He requires punishment from the une - Ber 
first, because in the latter the exaction of punis ee : } 
by those who were envious of God's glory, ie Leh ran 
coveting of revenge, and not to justice alone ; a ses re oa 
former case is impossible ; for it demands punisam 
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delinquent who has not Himself committed sin, Thon again, 
because in this way the rigour of inflexible justice was declared, 
which could not pardon sin, even to the interceding Son, ex- 
cept the penalty were fully paid; nay, according to which the 
Son could not intercede, excoptwhen He had poured forth ILis 
own blood, and by it made purgation of sing. Hence I conclude 
that a declaration of justice administered according to the rule 
of the law was not necessary, and therefore that punishment 
was not propared for those about to sin from the necessity of 
Divine justice ; since it would have been free for God to 
impose upon His Son the punishment due from sinners, and 
taken away from them, to be borne and paid in fall by Him. 

What is adduced by you on the contrary, does not seem to 
make against those observations of mine. For God according 
to His justice punishes either the sinners themselves or their 
Surety: but the one mode is according to the rule of the Law, 
the other mode transcends that, and hag been revealed to us 
by the Gospel. ‘‘ But,” some one will say, “‘ both modes were 
necessary.” Ideny it. For this latter is of the mere Divine _ 
good pleasure ; that former could be transferred into this. 
Otherwise it would have had to take place necessarily: “For 
without shedding of blood there is no remission of sins.” 
[Heb. ix. 22.] What is said about God’s justico oxccoding 
logul justice hag nothing to do with this: for that was nob my — 
moaning, that tho justico from which God ITimwolf is impelled 
to punish sin, and by which He punishes sin, is legal justice ; 
but that He punishes according to the rule revealed in the 
Law, by which it is said: “If thou shalt eat, thou shalt dic.” 
(Gen. 11. 17.] And, ‘‘ Cursed be he who continueth not in all 
things which are written in the book of the law to do them.” 
[Gal. iii. 10.] But it was also to be shown here how this 
argument from the necessary declaration of the Divine justice 
in this way concludes the preparation of punishment. 

The Third argument, taken from the nature of providence, 
is of this sort, according to the meaning of Thomas [Aquinas]: 
(Suna prima, quest. xxiil., art. 8:)—To permit some to fall 
away from the highest good belongs to God’s providence: 
But to reprobate is to permit some to fall away from the high- 
est good: Therefore to reprobate some belongs to God’s pro- 
vidence. I have said that this argument has no weight in 
confirmation of the opinion which I here impugn: on the con- 


trary I have proved that which requires sin as a condition in | 
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the object of reprobation or proterition ; becauso that permis- 


i 


sion, understood in agreement with this opinion, is to be attri- 
buted not so much to sustaining and governing, as to creating » 
providonco. I will first oxplain tho senso of my argumont ; 
and then I will demonstrate its force. 

T will lay down threo acts of providenco,—ereation, susten- 
tation or conservation of the creature, and government of the 
samo; and from those acts 1 call providence ercating, sustain- 


ing, and governing, and to every one of those I attribute its 


own particular acts which are proper to each of them. AndI 
say that there are some acts also which so belong to one of 


' these kinds of providence, that meanwhile they depend on the 


preceding act of another kind; so that those acts have not 
been placed in the free power of that providence from which 
they immediately flow, but have been circumscribed and deter- 
mined by the preceding act of providence : which acts there- 
fore, as though mixed, may be attributed as well to this as to 
that providence; to this, as they flow immediately from it; 
to that, as they have been determined by that, and as neces- 
sarily depending on some preceding act of it. Wherefore also 
guch acts do not scom so rightfully to be attributed to that 
providence from which they immediately flow, as to that 
obhor providence which las prosoribod tow modo and form, 
to which modo and form that immediato ono 18 necessarily 
bound, and therefore is subsorvient as to that act to the ober, 
as tho moro commanding ono. I now apply these things. 
Tho permission by which God hag loft man ‘in tho hand of 
his own counsel,” belongs immediately to govern provi- 
dence; but does not appertain to free government, but to 
government circumscribed and determined by some act of crea- 
tion preceding. For it cannot either leave or not leave man to 
himeelf : for so what was divinely instituted would be rescinded: 
put it is bound by the condition of creation, by mnieh a 
was gifted with freedom of will, to leave man to himself, ‘‘in the 
hand of his own counsel.” alg : 
Hence it is as I said, that that permission, oF leaving, 
belongs not so much to sustaining or governing as to creating 


providence: not that it is simply denied to belong to govern- 


ing providence. Now we must consider on what ground ee 
argument is of force to prove the proposition. We must ~ 
consider a twofold permission: the one, by which man is le i 
“in the hand of his own counsel,” and is permitted to sm: 
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~ the other, by which tho sinner is left in his sins, and is per- 


mitted to fall away finally from the highest good. ‘The former 
belongs to governing providence, as has been said, but deter- 
mined by the act of creation; the latter belongs to providence 
governing and free. Tho former belongs to providence; the 
latter to preterition, as it is distinguished from providence. 
For all men have been given up to themselves, and left in the 
hand of their own counsel, being represented in Adam, and 
allowed to sin: but all are not reprobated or passed by. But 
all who have been left in their sins finally, and given up to 
themselves, when sin has been committed, are reprobate and 
passed by: and those who are passed by, the same are allleft 
in their sins finally, and allowed to fall away from the highest 


good. Now I say, If permission is taken for a final leaving 


in sing, I concede the whole syllogism, as favouring that 
opinion which requires sin as a condition in the object of 
reprobation or preterition: for that permission is concerning 
sinners. Butif it be taken for leaving in the hand of the 
will before the commission of sin, I deny that reprobation 
‘ean be defined by that permission. Whence it appears that 
from that syllogism nothing is concluded in favour of the 
second opinion against that which I defend. Tor the second 
opinion assigns man to proterition or permission and reliction, 
ag considerod without sin. But that syllogism caunot bo 
Undorslood oxcopl about permission and roprobation dealing 
with sinners. Jor by the permission by which the first men 
wore permitted to sin, no ono falls away from tho supreme 
good, unless leaving in sins be added thereto ; and reprobation 
is not the permission by which men have been permitted to 
sin. But here also it- was to be shown, how that argument 
from providence and permission can be suitable for the con- 
firmation of that second opinion. } 

These observations may suffice for our purpose; but iz 
should like to add something about providence, on account of 
what you have said about it; of which I do not disapprove,— 
far from it; only you omit the arrangement and connexion 
of the separate parts of providence with relation to each other. 
In the first place, in distinguishing providence into creating, 
sustaining, and governing, I have done so not so much from 
my own notion as from that of Dr. Francis Gomarus, who 
bears witness that even creation is comprehended in that 


word in many places. . In the Theses De Providentid Dei dis- — 
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puted under his presidency by Hadrian Cornelius Drogius in 
_the year [15]96, (Thesis ix.,) it is said: “ Of this execution,” 


by which God executes the decree of providence, “the two 
parts aro creation and government, Xe. ; under which govern- 
ment tho continuation and consorvation of things, as well as 
their legitimate arrangement, are comprehended.” In the 


book De Providentid Dei, (cap. i.,) he quotes from Cicero: — 


“Tsay, then, that the world and all its parts were in the 


beginning constituted, and are always administered, by the 


providence of God.” From Lactantius: ‘ There is, therefore, 
a providence, by whose might and power all things which we 
seo both have been made and are governed.” In the same 
book: (cap. vii.:) “That execution is distributed into the 
creation and government of this world.” Likewise: ‘‘ But the 
two parts of this government are the conservation and arrange- 
mont of the world when constituted.” You also hold the same 
opinion in the disputation De Providentid Dei, held under 
your presidency in the year [15]98, as it is thus said in the 
first Thesis: “The word ‘providence,’ taken more widely, 
embraces the eternal decree of creation, government, and 
arrangement, and its execution.” fa a ek 

Nor have I been exceedingly anxious about the distinction 
of theso words,—government, conscrvation, ordination, or 
arrangement: whether “ government” should embrace both 


of those; or embrace ordination only, and bo contradis- 


tinguished from conservation. But now, as regards the 
arrangement and connexion of these parts among themselves, 
I say that it may be the case that the act of the latter depends 
on some act of the former, and so that the act of the latter 18 
determined to one direction by the former. Ihave shown this 
in the example of permission, by which God left man in the 
hand of his own counsel. That act is from the government 
of God, or from governing providence, but determined by 
creating providence, which made man free and under his own 
power, as regards that liberty, otherwise subject to the law of 


God, Nor am I here doing any wrong to the providence of. 


God, nor do I deprive it of its liberty of action universally. 
For I allow that God’s providence is simply free. For what 
made man, made him freely: what made him possessed of 
‘free will, did that also freely. But, when one action of God 
has been laid down as proceeding from God's providence itself, 
the necessity of another act of Divine providence can be deduced, 
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therefrom ; which necessity depends on the free disponsation 
of the antecedent providence. I will adduce another example, 
by which the same thing may be demonstrated. God created 
the angels on that condition, that those who will not 
romain in their original ostate, will bo punished ctornally 
without pardon. Some have sinned: God by an act of His 
governing providence inflicts punishment upon them, by an 
act determined by preceding creation; so that, unless He wills 
to change the statute of creation, He cannot condone their 
punishment. This, then, was my meaning in those observations 
which I adduced for the refutation of the third argument, and 
which are not refuted by you; although you obtain this, that 
permission belongs to governing or ordaining providence, which 


I willingly grant you in the sense in which I have explained. £e 


Tt should have been proved that the permission by which man 
was left in the hands of his own counsel, belongs to reprobation 
or preterition; or that the permission by which man was 
allowed to. fall short finally of thé supreme good has place 
with regard to man not a sinner, or considered as not a sinner. 
Wherefore also those words of Thomas [Aquinas], (Prima. 
Sum., quest. xxiii., art. 8, in the general answer,)— For as’. 
predestination includes the will of conferring grace and glory, 
so reprobation includes the will of allowing any ono to fall into 
guilt, and of inflicting the punishment of damnation for that 
guilt,’"—whon carefully examined, aro not exactly true, Jor 
the will of allowing any one to fall into guilé does not belong 


to reprobation: for God has permitted to all men to fall into 


guilt. Which also can be proved from the acts which he 
attributes to predestination. Jor the will of conferring grace 
and glory is attributed to predestination. What grace? that 
by which some have not been permitted to fall into sin, but 
have been preserved in their primeval state of integrity? — 
Nothing less, but the grace by which some have been liberated 
from the guilt into which all have been permitted to fall. 


. Therefore the act of reprobation should have been placed in 


direct opposition to that act of predestination : but that actis 
the permission to remain in sin, or the leaving in sin, which 
is a negative act; and the will of inflicting punishment for 
sin, which is an affirmative act. The former is opposite to 
the provision of grace, the latter to that of glory. But it is 
not wonderful that a man who wrote so many most learned 


volumes, was notable to examine accurately alland everything, . : 
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TIE TWENTY-FIRST PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


_ Now, if it please you to compare those two opinions 
togcther, I think the one will appear no more probable than 
tho other; as boing liable to the absurdity of the samo con- 
sequence which is deduced with probability from the other. 
Which I show bricfly thus:—In the former opinion we may 
observe this order. God decreed to illustrate His glory by 
morey and punitive justice : this could not be, except by the 
~ entrance of sin: wherefore sin must necessarily and infallibly 
have been committed. It could not be committed, except by 
him who, being subject to the law, was able to perform it. 
But it could not be committed infallibly and necessarily by a 
free and contingent cause, which could both sin and not sin, 
unless the cause were circumscribed and determined by some- 
thing more powerful that would certainly and infallibly move 
or impel the cause, Of its own nature free and contingent, to the 
act of sin,or would not give or (having given] would remove what 
was necessary for avoiding sin ; whence the necessity of com- 
mitting sin, and its certam existence, depend on the creature. 
The chief supporters of that opinion reject the former mode, 
and incline to the latter. That mode is also adopted by the 
latter opinion. For a ercature left in his own nature neces- 
sarily sins, if a lawbeimposed upon him which cannotbe fulfilled 
by the powors of nature alone. But God dotermined to loave 
tho creature in his own nature: wherefore—since sin neces- 
surily follows—ITo dotormined also that tho creature should 
sin. But why He s0 determined, a reason cannot be given, 
except the one which the former opinion laid down. Nay, the 

latter opinion seems less probable than the former one. ' 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE TWENTY-FIRST PROPOSITION. 


We have before showed that what are called two opinions 
are not in reality or substance two, but are only diverse im 
the mode of expounding and relatively : therefore that this is 


one, I will not say probable, but true ‘opinion, founded in the © 


tod and the authority of Scripture. Besides, in 
eer ae we have shown that the absurdity which 1s 
attached to this opinion is without foundation. fasion 
however, it is here repeated, let us also repeat In a few wor é 
what it ig that we miss in this objection, and on what ground, 
First, that ‘‘God decreed to illustrate His own glory by 


mercy and punitive justice,” we have ghown was said, more con- 
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ciscly, in Prop. iii. Secondly, that ‘‘God could not do this, 
excopt on tho entrance of sin,” wo have, in the same place, 
demonstrated to be affirmed falsely ; for, even if the creature 
remained upright, He would have executed mercy and justice, 
although not punitive justice. Nay, even punitive justice im 
those things. particularly which might have been improper, 
not from vice, but from imprudence: for this might happen to 


any one, even to a just man, without fault orsin. Thirdly, we | 


deny that ‘‘sin must necessarily have been committed,” as if 
from the power of the cause universally, or on the part of the 
efficient. We acknowledge it ‘‘ must have been s0 infallibly,” 
because it was infallibly in God’s knowledge, as knowledge, 
not as the cause of sin. Therefore, if that ‘‘infallibly” is 
explanatory of the word ‘‘ necessarily,” and if the word 
af necessarily ” means nothing else than ‘‘infallibly,” we 
receive it: if otherwise, we deny the former, allow the latter. 
For neither from internal nor from external cause had the first 


.man any necessity for sinning: he did it of his own free will, 


not from any necessity. Then again, this does not follow 
from imperfect and false antecedents, as wo just now showed. 
Therefore that also is true, that “sin could infallibly have 
been committed by the free and contingent cause which 
sinned,” (as was done by the will of devils and of men,) and 
could not have been committed without fail by that which did 
not gin, (1s tho good and cloct angols did [not]:) and that, on 
the contrary, is false, that ‘it would have been committed 
nocossarily,” if you havo rogard to tho nocossily of any 
efficient cause,—a cause, I mean, external and internal: for 
the will has been the cause, or rather the principle; whose 
attribute is liberty, then freed from all necessity, now con- 
joined with its own necessity, but yet free, and thereby pro- 


- ducing contingent effects, not simply necessary, as is done in 


nature. Moreover, when it is said that ‘it might have been 
committed of necessity,” there is an opposition in the apposite, 
(or in the terms,) as they say. Tor the verb “to be able” 
(which is used in this discourse from logical reasons) of 
itself lays down contingency: the adverb “necessarily ” takes 
this away. 

Fourthly, by disjunction two conditions are brought forward 
to this generation of sin, neither of which is probable. The 
first is, that the contingent cause could not sin, “ unless it were 
circumscribed and determined by something more powerful, 
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which would ccrtainly and without fail move or impel the 
contingent cause to the act of sin.” The condition is denied : 
for, first, it is contrary to the nature of power, which can act 
by itsolf or not act: if it cannot, it is not cvon power. Unless 
perchance you have been speaking of any partial power: but 
man’s will is not a partial power: for itis a principle: but no 
wise man would ever have referred any principle to partial 
powers. Then, if it is cireumscribed and determined by a 
‘more potent one, certainly it is so either as by a principle, or 
as by a cause. If as by a cause, then the will will cease to be 
a principle: for the principle belongs to the cause; but is not 


from the cause of which it is the principle: the same thing 
is not at the same time its own cause and effect. If as from 


a superior principle,—but no superior principle so acts in an 
inferior one as to take away its own proper mode; as we have 
before observed out-of Augustine. But the proper mode of 
the will is liberty ; its proper adjunct, contingency, since it is 
frecly inclinable of itself to this, or that. Besides, if it is 
circumscribed and determined by a more potent one, that is 
either done specially by the efficient, or generally by the 
ordainer, according to the arranged plan of the whole. That 
if is done by the ordainer, we have before agreed in Proposition 
vi. You suy that it is affirmed to be done simply, or absolutely, 

by the efficient. But I deny that that is properly affirmed by 
the writers on our side: if any of their oxpressions sccm 
sometimes to bear that meaning, yet it is unfair, that they 
should be roughly forced into that opinion contrary, to the 
design of the authors, and the comparison of other places in 
which they explain themselves. But I will not demonstrate 
this any further: I simply deny that it is caused absolutely 
by a more potent efficient, that the principle and the contingent 
cause should sin. 

Here you, my brother, adduce two modes,—the one efficient, 
and the other deficient ; yet poth efficient in their own mode. 
For the mode which is efficient is present with the work, and 
effects the work: that which is deficient abstains from the 
work, and effects that abstinence in itself. On the former 


mode you makethe annotation,—‘‘ By something more powerful, . 


which would certainly and infallibly move or impel the cause, 
in its own nature free and contingent, to the act of sin.” We 


deny this mode; and you yourself, my brother, acknowledge - - 
’ that it is denied by our men. Let us, then, see about the | 
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other, which you express in those words: “Which cither would 
not give, or would romovo, that which was neecssary to avoid 
sin ; whence the necessity of committing sin, and its certain 
oxistonce, depond on tho creature.’ Again this modo is split 
into two parts; because that “something more powerful oy 

either not about to: give to the cause what would have sa 
necessary, if it is absent ; or, if it is present, is about to ee 


it: either of which seems to adduco a cause for the goneration 


of sin. ‘Three things must here be expound i : 
about what is said to be necessary a the see 
Bey him who does not give, or [gives and] also removes, 
ae pee Y ; and about the consequence which is thereby 
Of the First. Livery sin, that is, irreeular a i 
whether you look at it generally or ASAE Pea Hae 
or act of individuals: for species or genera do not ae b 
themselves. Therefore, first and of itself it is irregular in the 
agent : but it belongs secondarily to the ratio of the common 
and universal. Wherefore, if anything is said to be necessar 
for the avoidance of sin, that is so said to be nase 
either with regard to the individual agent, or with regard Es 
the general and universal. And indeed it did not at a pelea 
to the design (ratio) of the universe that sin should bo oe 
vented, not only because sin cannot disturb the cred pee 
of this univorse, and the Ruler of tho universe repulatas its 
order ; but also because sin by accident conduces to the design 
of the a and illustrates the wisdom, goodness ee 
mercy, justice, patience, power, and ditt 
the Ruler who pete this Se, pene Oe : 
; Therefore, according to the design of the universe, plainly 
it was in no way necessary that sin should be avoided abso- 
lutely, and nothing was necessary for turning away from sin 
For, if it had been necessary to the desion of the universe, 
God would certainly have provided for it, as Augustine teaches 
in his Hnechiridion ad Laurentium. But some one may say 
that it was necessary on account of the individual agent 
Certainly, if you have regard to his individual good, it seems 
to be necessary for him. But since the common good of the 
universe takes precedence of individual good; and sin itself 
though by accident, belongs to the arrangement of the universe, 
though it has no existence except as belonging to individuals ; 
it must in brief be laid down that the plan of the universe 


merece a0? nie “esl tes 


ow ote 2 -y . 
ail Sonus “1 


evEs isd Visete 
HY ci ei ‘ bi macs oe i i oan 
webb oF srtesa dinate Yo. so! 
tad iene apis eas? - 2h 

red of hice vi fade inca 
+3 $y 8715 gon. eset ony L 1° bends 


“ 


4puds Pritsnesgel 
. ; : . 
ie pera a3 gar TO 
y 
iS hit ae by 
o : be h 


+ 
& 

i & » 

i 
: 


+ ‘ fr) 
3 a 
it yf = ; 
‘ 5 
— ge i 
* 
Lpuseri J pen 4 


ips al? over, i} eee a5 f 


“aes pricts 


Le 
Stas ais Gapecsd lua 
a i bie Z ' ;¢ 
: er Sen i aie i hag 
ng 7 i ee.) 7. \ 
B42. 5597s! tA P 
Hy _ 
try i ay 


Ee port ae : - a 
= aEeeeie © ez 


ener tae of 


ny . 


ait peare wees 
+ haistak nt malities 
bt ace -ilotie wore 
poaaieetl 
sind s goweig 1 


Ne « rf) srr) yxy 15! 


ext Aud 
“7 v 
re a i 
e 5 
* 
oF + 
iz a fi 
; 
4 * 
} 
. 
# | 


\olnoaid a ae sahia 


ne é . ro Kus ; . 
nan edt :elgiouhy adda fi dabitw } we 


toe oF ry i ee 24 iO i ib sled ; 


4 bitai rhea eet 


Taw OH o tut RY 
abit cine te Re 


+ alain oa (an 


borate. 
; beOcmaiade ea 


ie avd op ia oa HY nif 290 


{oat sicad g hes a fe 
na dginortg : 


ty. rf 
iLcw 
i,4 pate DS 


r] ) agg 
Joote ine Seas go a warid § 


Boat sagan aro ati yews shat of 8a 40h 

7q off Jal néenyeA to toe Meee 

~ 3 ‘aa THYME “i: > yan 
é o ' ’ iz is 


he j iil Gs Wee te stk 
co Beulorsieh Bag fy 


it viekh “ie a re 

? : ehir we go es W 
: uoad at sores 
is eb UD (ectasoy ot % 
jotoe OcF Dow ideibes ita 
<! iuff weovfeemen siabess eee 


I a Ti J Vita 1 : rod vin al 
= i 3 a ore i hae d qily haadog Pri 


| tia Sigouty 4 
hha sade gag OEE 
res va 1 faite) ania g 
inslade 8S dakekw ebom. 4 


a ht H tae 1 Beer ould 


if 


(a ine vol nidadonee seedy 
erent wait i hag vintoheas 
M247 Ot yitRE aiden bas ord a 
trol ty tiowway og Sus: 
wh} ae dot 


204 THE WORKS OF JAMES ARMINIUS. (prop, 


docs not allow us to pronounce it necessary that sin should 
not be. But if tho creature knows that it is necessary, not 
for the universe, but for himself, not to commit sin; then 
the hinderance of sin must be sought, not from the universe, 
not from its Ruler, but from each individual agent; especially 
when the Ruler of the universe has bestowed on him the 
free power of sinning or not sinning, publicly from the 
condition of his nature, and because He has constituted 
_ him the lord of luis own life, has made him aware of his power, 
and has most carefully forewarned him of the necessity of his 
own particular end, and that with the addition of threatening. 
For, what! can God take back a thing bestowed? That would 
have been the deed of an unwise, or inconstant, or impotent 
being ; none of which imputations can be fastened upon God. 
Should He not have bestowed? But in this way He would not 
have added all the modes of His wisdom, and man would have 
wanted the thing not bestowed on him ; who desired a much 
larger and plainly “ impossible ” gift,—to be like God. - 

If we weigh these things well, (which Tertullian has 
explained copiously in his second book Against Marcion,) we 
sco at once that neither by the plan of the universe, nor by 
reason of any individual agent, was it necessary that sin 
should be prevented from olhor quulors, whon man possossed 
within himsolf tho faculty of preventing it, and know from 
God tho gricvous necessity of ibs ond. God had implanted in 
him a froo principlo s wo, forsooth, wiso aftor tho ovont, judgo it 
to be not well done by the Lord; for that it would have been 
better that freedom should not have been bestowed, or at least 


that He should have bestowed it in order to impede its action! 


Of the Second. We have shown that it was not necessary 
that, in order to the prevention of sin, man should have the 
power of avoiding it; nor that another should have the power 
of preventing man: which having been proved, the two 
following things were overthrown. But, we add, further, for 
the sake of asserting the truth, that it did not belong to God 
to bestow what was necessary for the avoidance of sin in 
that especial deed of Adam: first, because He had already 
given it: secondly, because He could not bestow it unless He 
had taken back what was already given. He had already 


given it: for He had placed in man a free will, which was a — 
principle most freo and sufficient for either thing; that is, . 


for doing or for avoiding that sin. Nor could Ho have given 
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any other hinderance, unless He had taken back what He had 
before bestowed: for it was the natural principle which He 
had before given; to wit; a free will, constituted by God 
purely and simply mistress in things natural, without any 
exception or modification. If He had prevented, either the 
will would certainly altogether have ceased to be the ruling 
principle, or in that special case the condition of the principle 
would have been broken, which God had implanted in man, 
and which He had promised should be in that very case un- 
impaired by Himself. Why should God take heed for man 
in that very matter, over which He had given him full power, 
and had enjoined caution ? Then, you will say, at least 
He should not have taken back what was bestowed: for He 
had given grace to man, here He takes it away. I deny that 
He has taken away anything given, except on account of sin ; 
He did not remove grace even, except when man had thrown 
it away by sin. God had bestowed grace, that is, the gifts of 
grace, on man for the work of grace, that is, according as 
nature was ordained for supernatural glory: for the work of 
nature He had given, not grace, but nature and will. It was 
the office of nature that man should not cat, and that he , 
should eat: the office of the will according to God’s institute 
was, that ho should not out of tho forbidden fruit: this, Tsay, 
was tho roal pure office of tho will; to which there was no 
novd for grace to bo addod, beowuso ib hud boon bonlowed for 
mattors of graco, not of naturo, 

Of tho'Vhird. What is said in tho third placo, that “thence 
the necessity of committing sin depends on the creature,” &c., 
is altogether false in the question of Adam’s deed. For Adam 
was under no necessity whatever from any side to commit sin: 
his was real pure liberty, as we have expressed it just now 


and many other times. But now by the very condition by 


which he is man, not even that is properly and absolutely 
true. For the necessity of committing sin depends on the 
will of the creature, that is, on our own will; which necessity © 
God’s most wise will allows ‘and ordains: but on that most . 
wise will of God, on the contrary, depends the necessity of not 


- committing sin by the communication of grace. It is a little 


too hard if you will say that the necessity of committing sin 

depends on the will of God not bestowing grace, or taking it 

away; although it may be admitted in a certain aspect. 
Fifthly, we do indeed allow that proposition, that “the 
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creature left in his own nature necessarily sins, if a law bo 
imposed upon him which is not performablo by tho powers 
of his own nature alone.” But that special law imposed 
‘upon Adam was performable by tho powers of hig nature 
~alono, a8 wo havo proved under Propositions xiv. and xvi. 
Therefore this whole argumentation falls to pieces, together 
_ with the entire superstructure reared upon it. With regard 
to the natural law Adam was propped up by nature and grace; 
with regard to the special law, by nature only, becauso only 
an affair of nature was dealt with, and that a most easy one. 
The minor is improper and ambiguous. It is proper in this 
mode: “But God appointed man in his own nature.” 
- ‘Determined to leave,” is an improper expression. Man 
first left God, before God left man, as we have already ex- 
plained. Therefore the conclusion is false. It is ambiguous 
on account of the various use of the word (statuit) ‘‘appointed,” 
which is employed lfere and in subsequent passages. But we 
have already taken away that ambiguity under Proposition vi. 

Lastly. It is not a fitting expression, that the one opinion 
is ‘‘ preferred” to the other; since in matter or substance and 
in reason there is only one opinion, though the mode of 
treatment and of cxpression may be differont. But let us sce 
what it is that is adduced in favour of tho latter rather than 
of tho formor. 


ALMINIUS’S RUPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF TIE ANBWLR LO 
THE TWENTY-FIRST PROPOSITION. 

Ir has already been stated, on the answer to the First 
Proposition, how those opinions differ. But we are now 
examining whether that first opinion and this second one are 
founded on the truth of God and the authority of Scripture. 
The absurdity which I have fastened upon the first opinion, I 
have already shown, follows necessarily therefrom: nor have 
you vindicated it from absurdity, as it has been explained by 
the authors themselves, but you have explained it differently 
from their intention ; and, when so explained, you have shown 
that the consequence of that absurdity is attacked in various 
ways. But this is beside our purpose; for there has never 
been any question with us about that opinion 80 explained as 
you think it should be, But with regard to this Proposition 


I do not repeat the same absurdity, but show that the second — 


opinion labours under absurdity: and I show this by a com- 
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parison of the first and the second opinion. This is the 


~ economy and scope of that Twenty-first Proposition. Whero- 


fore it will be necessary for us to see, First, how that very 
absurdity belongs to the first opinion: and, Secondly, how it 
may rightly and desorvedly be attributed to the second ono; 
and at the same time what reasons you bring forward in 


' defence of both. 


Wherefore, as regards the first opinion, I will prove by some 
syllogisms that according to it God is concluded to be the 
author of sin. And then I will look at the arguments which 
you adduce in its behalf. 

The declaration of mercy freeing from actual misery, and of 
justice punishing sin, is necessary from God’s decree: But 
such mercy and justice cannot be declared without the exist- 


- ence of sin and misery: Therefore the existence of sin and © 


misery is necessary from God’s decree: that is, Therefore - 
sin must necessarily have been committed from God’s decree. 

All the parts of this syllogism have been taken from the 
first opinion rightly understood according to the intention of 
the authors themselves; as has been already proved, on the 
answers to Propositions iii. and vi. Hence I draw these sub- 
assumptions :— a 

Sin cannot be committed necessarily by a free and con- 
tingont cause, unlogs ib bo eircumsoribed und dolormined by a 
moro poworful cause, which it cannot rosist; But man’s will 
is a freo and contingent cause: ‘Lherefore gin cannot be com- 
mitted necessarily by man’s will, (which must be the proximate 
cause of sin,) unless it be circumscribed and determined by a 
more powerful cause, which it cannot resist. ; 

I add a duplicate mode of that determination; whence,  ~ 
moreover, I conclude :— 

The catise determining the will, of its own nature free and 
contingent, to commit sin, is the cause of sin by that deter- 


mination: But God is the cause determining a will of that 


sort to commit sin necessarily, according to that first opinion ; 
Therefore God is the cause of sin by that determination of His. 

Now let us come to those things which you adduce in 
excuse and defence of that first opinion. 

First, you say that that expression, that “God decreed to 
illustrate His glory by mercy and punitive justice,” is too 
narrow; and has been shown so to be by the answer to the 
Third Proposition. I answer that the inquiry is not whether 
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tho oxprossion is true or falso, too wide or too narrow; but 
whether it is made use of by those whose opinion I have 
charged with tho consequenco of that absurdity. But I havo 
proved, on the Third Proposition, that they do thus express 
themselves, and indeed in so many formal words, as the 
saying is. 
__ Secondly, you say that it is falsely affirmed that “ this could 
not have been done unless sin had entered ;” and that this is 
shown by the Third Proposition. I answer, that the question 
is not whether this is said falsely or truly, but whether it is 
said by those whose opinion I refute by that absurdity. But 
they say this also in plain words, as I have shown at the 
game place, on the Third Proposition. Wherefore that falsity 
has been fastened, not on me, but on them. But this is true 
which they say: That ‘‘ mercy and justice,” as they are 
understood by them, ‘‘could-not be declared except sin had 
entered.” The reason is: Because sin is the formal ratio of 
the object of that justice, and, as having conséquent misery 
adjoined, of that mercy. 

Thirdly, you deny that “ sin must infallibly or necessarily 
have been committed: ” but that is not controverted. For I 
also allow that sin ought not necessarily to have been com- 
mittod ; and I call thoso who assort tho contrary, blasphomers 
against the goodness and justice of God; although I confess 

that the patrons of this dogma wore ignorant of that con- 
sequence, and I suppose them to be excusable on that ground, 
Doonuso thoy toach tho directly contrary in othor placos. But, 
those two premises having been laid down, I say that ‘‘it 
must necessarily have been committed.” You concede that 
“it must infallibly have been committed,” but only with 
regard to God’s knowledge ; yet not “‘infallibly with regard to 
the decree,” which was made by God’s will without preceding 
foreknowledge. But those whom I have mentioned as the 
authors of the first opinion say that sin ‘“ was obliged infallibly 
and necessarily to be committed by reason of the decree; nor 
could it infallibly be foreknown by God, unless because decreed 
and ordained by God to be committed.” But I have denied, 
and still deny, that “sin could have been necessarily com- 
‘mitted by a free and contingent cause.” For a necessary 


effect has a necessary cause; a contingent effect, a contingent 
cause. But man’s will is a free and contingent cause: 


wherefore sin could not necessarily be committed by it. But 
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‘tho opposite in the apposito” [or contradiction in torms] is not 
in my words, but in yours. For I did notsay, that ‘sin could 
havo been committed necessarily;” but, thatit “could not havo 
been committed necessarily.” Where the contradiction is not in 
the addition ; as will be evident if the words are regarded in this 
way: It cannot be that sin should be committed necessarily 
by a contingent and free cause. But this form of speech is 
absurd: It may be that a necessary cause may produce a 
necessary effect, or its effect necessarily: for it ought so to be. 
But the distinction which you make between the words 
*‘infallibly ” and ‘‘ necessarily,” I allow to be according to the 
truth of the matter itself. or infallibility belongs to God’s 
knowledge: the necessity of the event is from God’s decree 
and will.’ Which difference, if it were rightly perceived by 
many, would greatly assist in the solution of many weighty 
questions in this business; as you have learnedly shown in 
your book on the Fall of Adam. 

Fourthly, you say that ‘“‘two conditions” are brought - 
forward, by disjunction, for this generation of sin, ‘‘ of which 
neither is probable.” We shall see about both. As to the 
former, that is not set forth by you in its entirety: for you — 
omit the particle which is the subject of the whole controversy, 
and which whon added supports what I say, but whon taken 
away invalidates it. That is the little word ‘‘ necessarily:” . 
for it should hayo boon thug oxprossod : "l'ho former is, that 
it was not possible that sin should be committed necessarily 
by a contingont cause, unless ib wore cirewmscribod,” Xe. 
Against this proposition those things which you adduce make 
nothing. You prove indeed that man’s will, as a principle 


- and complete power, could sin freely and contingently. But 


who denies it ? I add, that if he did not sin freely, he did not 
sin; and that the contradiction is in the adject, if any one 
say that the will sinned necessarily, and that not simply, but 
in a twofold manner. For it is the province of the will to do 


_ freely what it does. And then, if sin is necessary, it is not 


sin. But we are speaking here according to the hypothesis 


_ of the first opinion, which I took up for the purpose of refuting, 


You “deny that the will is determined by something more 

powerful: because not by a cause, for so the will would cease 

to be a principle: not by a principle, for a superior principle 

so acts in an inferior as not to take away its mode.” LT agree 

to these words most willingly, as spoken truly and learnedly. 
vol. II. P 
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But did I say that the will was determined by something 


Se 


res 


more powerful? Nothing less. This is what I said: that 
‘it cannot be that the will sin necessarily, unless it be 
determined by something more powerful.” That consequence 


was what you had to refute, if dood you lad wished to 


contradict me in these things; not the antecedent, not the 
consequent; about which there is no controversy betwoon us. 
But I confess, if the will is determined as by a cause, the will 
then is not a principle: if as by a principle, then it is not 


determined; for if its proper mode, which is liberty, is not 


taken away, then it is not determined. Wherefore, if it is 
determined, it is determined as by a cause: But it is deter- 
mined ; for thence arises the necessity of sin: Therefore by 
acause. ‘‘ But,” you say, “if by a cause, then the will will 
cease to be a principle: which is absurd.” I allow it, and 
grant that-on that account the first opinion, whence also this 
absurdity follows, is deservedly impugned. As to what you 
add, that it is determined “cither by the efficient or by the 
ordinant,” I assert that these two are not rightly disjoined or 
distinguished: unless it has before been demonstrated how 
“ tho efficient” can be separated from “the ordinant ;” if this 
word is used according to the meaning of Calvin and Beza for 
ordination not of a thing done to an end, but of a thing that 
must be done in order to arrive at a certain and fore-appointed 
end. But if the samo word be taken according to your inton- 
tion, as it is to be taken, I grant that those two are rightly 
distinguished: but about that there is no question with us, 
but only respecting the opinion of Calvin and Boza, who do 
not merely so express themselves occasionally, but whose 
constant meaning and opinion is that, already very often 
explained by me. What you, then, deny, that it happens 
simply by a superior efficient that the principle and contingent 
cause sins; the samel also deny. But it has to be denied by 
you that “it foliows from that first opinion, that man sins 
necessarily ;”” and this denial has to be proved. Nay, we must 
not so speak, that it cannot be effected simply by a more power- 
ful efficient that the principle and contingent cause sins; but, 
that it cannot be effected by a more powerfulcficient that a man 
necessarily sins. For man then ceases to be the principle 
and contingent cause of his own act. But I say that those 
authors impugn this former mode ; but understand, verbally : 


yet they do not show in what way that mode has no place here. : 
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Let us look at the second mode, which I did not present as 
simply necessary, but because I saw that the necessity of 
committing sin could not be deduced except by the second of 
thoso modes: therefore I presented thom separately. But 
it sooms to havo boon part of your duly hore, List, ‘Yo prove 
the possibility of sin boing committed necessarily, apart from 
tho other modo. Secondly, Vo assign that modo by which 
this could be, nay, andwas done. Thirdly, To show that that: 


_ mode was one which did not make God the author of sin. 


But you do none of these: wherefore I was able to pass by 
all these things, as remote from the scope of our disputation, . 
and as making nothing against my arguments. But let us 
consider what answer you make. 

First, You teach, with prolixity, that it was not necessary, 
in respect either of the whole universe or of individual man, 
that sin should be avoided. Noone denies this, no one asserts 
the contrary. Jor if that had been so, then sin would not 
have been committed: but sin was committed. And how 
could you suspect me of favouring that opinion, when I every- 
where contend that God made man of free will and within his 
own power, so that he could avoid evil freely and voluntarily, 
or could commit evil of his own accord? to which con- 
stitution of God what is here said of the necessity of 
avoiding sin is directly opposed. : I concede therefore that it 
was not simply nocossary that sin should bo avoidod ; that is, 
that sin should not be done. But if we may stop for a little 
in this consideration, although it may be beyond our purpose, 
I will point out somo things which soem to mo to havo boon 
gaid without sufficient correctness. You say that it was not 
necessary for the universe that sin should be avoided; that is, 
as I interpret it, that it did not appertain to the good of the 
universe that sin should be avoided. Allow me, with your 
good leave, to deny this. For the good of the universe was, 
to stand fast in the perfection of that state in which the 
universe had been created by God, and constituted by the order 
of creation. But by sin the universe fell from that perfection, 
and “was made subject to vanity ;” (Rom. viii. 20;) whence 
exists the desire of deliverance from that ‘‘ vanity.” For, 
unless this were good for the universe, the universe would not 
desire it: unless it were necessary, the whole universe would 
not desireit. Jor all appetite (or desire) belongs to good, and 
natural appetite belongs to necessary good. 
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You support what you say by a doublo argumont. First, | 


Because sin cannot disturb the order of this universe. 


“Secondly, Boouuso sin uccidontally conducos to tho plan of 


the universe, and illustrates the wisdom, goodness, grace, 


‘mercy, justice, patience, power, and all the good attributes of 


the Ruler who governs this universe. 

To the former argument I reply, that that does not secm 
probable to me. For this was the plan of the universe by 
ereation and God's ordination, that man should be subjected 


to God, in whose image and likeness he had been made; that 


the rest of the creatures should be subject to man, and should 
serve his interests and uses, because he had been made in the 
image of God. Sin seriously disturbed and interfered with 
this plan and order: for man thereby became a rebel against 


God, and the creatures were not only taken from under his 


- dominion, but also were armed for his. destruction ; except so 


far as he was restored to uprightness in Christ. See Hebrews 
ii. 6-9. There are some who interpret the word dvaxeparaww- 
gacOav, used in Eph. i. 10, as meaning the bringing back of 
all things to the first principle from which they fell away by 
man’s sin. The plan of Divine Providence by which it now 
sustains and governs all things is far other than it would have 
Deon if sin had not entered into tho world, as can be proved 
most plainly by several passages of Scripture. But, you will 


any, Kin could nob so dislurl the plun of this univorso thivt 


God could not reduce it-to order. This I allow: but that 


order is not ono that hindors tho disturbanco, but that follows 


TAY aR 


Not by accident, because, when this whole universe of things 
is ended, its plan algo is ended; and therefore the good 
belonging to its natural perfection is finished ; and the evil 
opposed to this finite good, or the defection wandering away 
from it, may accidentally conduce to the plan of the universe, 
that is, be brought back to the good of the universe. But 
sin is an evil opposed not to a finite but to an infinite good, 
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os boing opposed to tho justico and will of God; wherefore . 
not even by accident can it conduco to the plan of this univorse 
complotod and circumscribed within its own bounds. But ibmay 
by accident conduce to the glory of the infinite good, because the 
infinite good, being more potent than it, may use it according to 
its own judgment, and in this way reduce what ismostinordinate 
to order; to the order, I mean, not of this universe, which it 
transgresses, but to that which transcends all this universe, 


-andis circumscribed by the bounds of the infinite good alone. 


For it cannot occur that any creature should so stray boyond 
its own proper order or the universal order of the whole as 
not to be restrained by the order of the Infinite Author. I 
know, indeed, that sin is in a ecrtain respect opposed to 
finite good, namely, to man, whose happiness it hinders: but 
it does not hinder it primarily, unless it be first considered as 
opposed to the justice and will of God. 

Then, again, I think it worthy of animadversion, that you 
assert that sin illustrates the wisdom, goodness, &c., of the 
Ruler governing this universe. This is not the effect of sin, 
but of God making use of sin for the illustration of those 
properties of His. Otherwise sin simply dishonours God, and . 
affects Him with ignominy. But sin is said to do that by 
necident; for so wo must oxpress it in vulgar phrasoology. 
But in my judgmont it would more correctly bo said about sin, 
thut it may bo by accident tho oceusion of illustrating the 
Divino glory, by tho exercise of thoso attributes, And truly, 
unlcss God had been able to triumph over sin by those attri- 
butes of His, and to reduce it to order, He would by no means: 
have suffered that to happen. 

Let us return to the proposition. I affirm that here we are 
not discussing the necessity of avoiding sin, but that which is 
necessary to the avoidance of sin; that is, that without which 
sin cannot be avoided by man, on whom tho law is imposed. 
But with regard to this you grant that God gave to man those ° 
things which were necessary for him to avoid sin, which Ho 
would neither have taken back, nor removed, unless after man 
had thrown them aside by his own sin, In that point I am 
in agreement with you. But that is not the matter in ~ 
controversy. It has to be shown how, if man could have 
avoided sin, the same man must necessarily have sinned ; 
which is according to the hypothesis of the opinion which I “ 
attack. But it has already been sufficiently treated, how far 
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grace may havo been necossary to the performanco of this or 


that law. I, howover, frecly own that, when those points have 
been so explained as they have been by you, it follows that 


Adam had no necessity to commit sin: but this is outside of 
our controversy ; nay, it is contrary to Calvin and Boza. But 
it must be shown that Adam had no necessity to commit sin, 
and yet that Adam sinned necessarily ; and how, if there was 
any necessity, whether by that mode or by any other whatever, 


God is not the cause of sin. Which bo it far from mo to 


impute to God; but I say that itis the consequence which 
follows from that first opinion, and that therefore that opinion 


must be condemned. 


I come now to the other opinion, from which I said that tho 
same absurdity follows, but by this last mode. 
The argument was of this kind :—That creature necessarily 


gins, upon whom, left in his own naturo, a law is imposed not 
 performable by the powers of that nature: But a law not 
 performable by the powers of his nature was imposed upon 


man left in his own nature: Therefore man left in nature 
necessarily sinned. And by consequent, God, who gave that 
law, and determined to leave man in his own nature, is tho 
eause that man sinned :—which had to be proved. 

You wllow tho proposition, denying tho assumption, But wo 
have nlroady discussed that. If man possesses the power of 


performing that low, nnd God has not takon that powor wwiy 


from him, nor has prevented the free use of it, then I confess 
it docs not follow thorefrom that man sinned necessarily. 
If tho phraso which Iuse in tho minor is impropor and 
ambiguous, it must not be imputed to me, who, in unfolding and 


_ attacking the opinion of others, have made use of the phrase of 


the authors themselves. For so I read in your Disputation, 
often cited, Thesis 15: “Pyeterition is an act of the Divine 
pleasure, whereby God has from eternity determined to leave 
some creatures in their own nature.” But though in that 
syllogism, whose minor I supposed to be laid down by you, if 


- cannot, on account of the denial of the minor, conclude that 


the necessity of sin is inferred from that opinion, and therefore 
God is consequently set down by the samo as the author of 


gin; yet I do not perceive how that denial of the minor agrecs 


with the opinion set forth by you in the Theses, and how the 
necessity of sin is excluded from that same opinion. I will 
give reasons for both. 


XXL] OONVERENOK WITH JUNIUS. 216 


Firat, of the former. You say that man could porform tho 
law given him by that strength (it matters not whether of 
nature or of grace) which he had received from God. But in 
your Theses you say that a man of this sort has beon “ passed 
over” by God without the condition of sin or provision of the 
same. I deny that these two things can consist with each 
other; and I prove it:—‘‘ He who has been mado capable of 
any grace from the condition of his nature ;—of the grace, I 
mean, without which he is unable to attain the end for which 
he was created ;—to him that grace cannot be ordained to be 
denied, except by some foreseen act of his, by which he may 
have rendered himself unfit and unworthy to receive it: But 
there cannot be such an act, except sin.” The reason of the 
major is this: Otherwise God in vain bestowed on him the 
capacity for that grace; which is absurd. I add: If nature 
be not wanting in necessaries, far less God, the Author and 
Consummator of nature: But God is wanting in necesgarics, 
if Hoe denies man the grace without which he cannot attain 
the end for which he was created: which also is absurd. 
‘* But all men, as well the first as the later ones among them, 
in respect of their primeval state, were considered as capable 
of that grace, and as made for the end which cannot bo 
attained without that graco; Thoroforo to no man could that 
graco be denied, or bo ordained to bo denied, without hig 
huving boon gonsidored ag w simnor."” I prove tho minor, 
—namely, that all men were capable of that grace,—T'irst, 
Becauso all men wero made after the image of God, 
Secondly, If they wore not capable of it, then thoy, 
who were about to recoive it, ought by some act to 
have been made capable of it; which act could not be that of 
predestination. For it isan endless process if some act of 
predestination makes some one capable of receiving the grace 
of predestination. Then again, it does not belong to pre- 
destination to render any one capable of recciving grace, but 
simply to bestow grace. Therefore it ought to be an. act 
common to all men. If so, then all men were by that act 
made capable of that grace: which will coincide with what I 
have said, that all were capable of it. Wherefore I should 


wish it here to be shown how God could, by the pure act of 


His own pleasure, deny to any man the grace of which He 
made him capable, and without which man cannot attain the 
end for which he was created, unless that man has rendered 
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himsclf by his own doserts unworthy of that grace, and unfit 
to receive it. 
Tho last point,—namely, that tho necossity of sin is not 
excluded from that opinion which has been unfolded in your 
Theses, but rather is concluded therefrom,—I prove in this 
Wise :— 

The denial of the grace necessary to strengthen the upright 
nature of man is the cause why that man falls, that is, sins, 
by the removal or non-bestowal of the necessary prohibent: 
‘But preterition, as defined in your Theses, is the denial of 
the grace necessary to strengthen the upright nature of man: 
Therefore preterition of this sort is the cause why man falls, 
that is, sins, by the non-bestowal of the necessary prohibent. 

Tho truth of tho major is manifest of itself; nor is it 
impaired by the exception, ‘if that grace be duc to man:” for 
it is duo to him, if it is necessary to him for strengthening his 
nature, without which strengthening man cannot attain the 
end for which he was created. - Pes ‘ 

I prove the minor. For thus stands the Thesis: ‘ Preteri- 
tion is an act of the Divine pleasure, whereby God determined 
not to communicate supernatural grace to ccrtain creatures, 
by which their upright nature might be strengthened,” Wo, 

But that graco is nocossary for strongthoning tho upright 
naturo of man, or it is not nocossary. If not nocossary, 
dich that upright mature was able to remuin fun without 
that graco. If it could romain firm without it, thon those 

who porsovered in good could be partakers of the oternal 
life promised: and so those to whom “Ho determined to 
deny that grace,” could bo “not passed by.” But this is at 
variance with that definition, as well in itself, as considered 
in comparison with the other Theses. Thercfore it follows 
from that definition that that grace is necessary ; and therefore 
that tho denial of it is the causo of the fall by tho non-bestowal 
| of the necessary prohibent. Then again, tho final denial of 
supernatural felicity necessarily either pre-supposes sin, or 
infers sin; for supernatural felicity is denied and can be 
denied to sinners only. ‘‘Preterition”’ 18 the final denial of 
supernatural felicity. Therefore it necessarily either pre- 
supposes sin, or infers it. But now ‘‘ preterition, as it is 
defined in your Theses, does not presuppose sin: therefore it 
necessarily infers it: in what other mode than that which 
I havo mentioned, I do not seo, But let another be shown, 
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and such an one as does not involve God in tho blame of 
sin, and thon this opinion will have been set freo from that 
absurdity. 

_ With regard to the minor you say, that it is improper 
and ambiguous. If this be so, it is not my fault, but yours, 
who have so spoken in your Theses already frequently cited : 
for in them are those words: ‘ determined to leave.” But 
the phrase is not improper nor ambiguous. Not improper : 
for whether He forsakes man who does not forsake Him, or 
who does, those words, *‘ determined. to desert,” or “leave,” 
are properly used. Not ambiguous: because the word “ dcter- 
mined” is used in the syllogism everywhere in the same sense . 
as we have shown with regard to the word “ ordained,” under 
the Sixth Proposition. The difference between this opinion 
and the first has been discussed upon the answer to the First 
Proposition. 


THE TWENTY-SECOND PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


For, First, it subjects man as created, and indeed as created 
such as in reality he was not created, to God electing, non-clect- 
ing, predestinating, and passing over: but tho other subjects 
man about to be created, and so to be created as in reality he 
ilorwards was croatod, to God prodostinuting and roprobating. 


JUNIUN'H ANSWIL YO WL UWYNYY-BEUOND PROPOSITION. 
Wu havo sufliciontly shown uboyo, in Propositions vi. und oH 
that this difference is forcign to the truth. ‘The decrce hag 
regard to man about to be created in general, and its execution 
to man created according to its own arrangements, 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF TUE ANSWER TO THE 
TWENTY-SECOND PROPOSITION. 

I sar that this second opinion is less probable than that 
first; and I have proved it by five reasons. Now lct us come 
to the consideration of those reasons; and first let us see about 
the first one. 

Calvin’s opinion makes God in predestination deal with 


such an object as He is dealing with in the execution itself. 


But this opinion makes God in predestination deal with man 
as he has been considered in nature, which can effect nothing 
supernatural or Divine; with whom He cannot deal in execu- 


tion, sinco such a man was never created who was not in any 
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way a partaker of supernatural benefits, whether by crcation 
or by superinfusion. But it must bo noted that predestination 
does not intervene between creation and superinfusion, and that 
superinfusion is not the work of predestination, as has bocn 
shown in what precedes. The answer which you adduco docs 
not scem to have to do with the matter. For, although tho 
decree may have been made before tho creation of man, yct 
tho predestination of the second opinion, explained in aerce- 
ment therewith, deals only with man considered as created. 
For creation is not a result of the execution of the decree of 


predestination, understood in that mode; and although the » 


execution deals not except with man created according to this 
opinion, yet the question is, whenco the first act of execution 
fakes its beginning. See, however, what has been said inthe 
answers to Propositions vi.andx. 


THE TWENTY-THIRD PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


Srconpuy, Because it does not join together decrees cohering 
with each other by a just copula. For it unites the decree 
respecting leaving some in their own nature with the decree 
of reprobating by the mode of prevision of sin, which it con- 
siders as contingent, or lays down sin as contingent ; since 
sin is inferred necessarily from the decrco respecting pro- 
erition: and therefore the reprobation, according to God’s 
uBtico, of those on whom IIo detorminod not to havo morcy, 
nust be joined to it by a necessary copula, and not by a con- 
litional ono. For those things which follow each other 
recessarily, have also been decreed by God by Besteor 
necessarily cohoring: pretcrition and sin necessarily cohero: 
herefore the decrees respecting them must be connected by a 
loser bond. 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE TWENTY-THIRD PROPOSITION. 


“We affirm, on the contrary, that there is a just copula of the 
eerecs cohering with cach other. For there ought to be 
ome transit from one decree to another in agreement with i 
wn execution. But the transit does not properly and of itse 
oncern the necessity of that decree, but belongs to pagaeee 
ust as in the predestination of the saints there is a oa : 
ecrce,—the former, of election and preparation of grace ; i 
tter, of glory ; but from the former a Pasinon is nae uy 
he latter by death, which is contingent, as ‘ the wages of sin; 


pote, OR 4 Pete 
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(Rom. vi. 28:) so also in predestination is contained a two- 
fold decree; the former, of non-election, or preterition, or 
reprobation and alienation from grace; the latter, of damna- 
tion; but from the former to the latter tho transit is mado by 
sin, and by death the consequence of sin; between which, 
however, God graciously leaves a space, that there may stand 
out a proof of the Divine patience, even to sinners and the 
reprobate themselves, recalling them to repentance. (Rom. ii. 4.) 
It was not requisite, therefore, in this case also, for a necessary, 
but for a contingent, copula to be appointed. Just as, in the 
Scriptures everywhere, God rejects sin from Himself, so also 
do the saints: for “the just Lord is a lover of justice: His 
countenance beholds the upright.” (Psalm xi. i) 

We allow that “sin is inferred from the decree respecting 
preterition necessarily,” that is, infallibly, just as a true pro- 
position follows necessarily from what is true: but, that “it 
is necessarily inferred therefrom efficiently,” universally or 
in any part, by necessity (as they express it) of the consequent 


or of the consequence, that we deny with the greatest con- 


stancy. Wo by no means dispute that the consequent of that 
decree—nor its causate (so to speak) or its necessary effect— 
is sin. One syllogistic argument is added for the confirma- 
tion of that dictum. We deny that “ preterition and sin aro 
joined togethor necessarily” of thomsolves: for, if thoy woro 
joined together necessarily, then all those who have sin 
would have been passed by, and not merely certain of 
those who have sin: that is, all sinners would havo 
been passed by, as all the passed by aro sinners, But tho 
consequent is false: therefore the antecedent also. Nay, 
whatever things differ in mode, by necessity, I mean, and 
contingency, it is not necessary for those things to cohere 
among themselves : for, if that were go, there would be nothing 
contingent in the future. Many necessary things aro without 
coherent contingency: but, on the contrary, nothing is so con- 
tingent as not to havo something necessary cohering to it. 
Such are the relations to each other of preterition and sin 
with regard to themselves: but, as regards man, we confess 
that preterition and sin cohere necessarily, that is, immutably, 
in those who are from Adam, and thence from his corruption 
and fall, and who have been “passed by” by God; because, 
although done contingently, yet the necessity of sin hag been 
made absolute in connexion with that preterition or reproba- 
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| tion, and immutable: just as he who contracts debt, if he has 
not wherowith to pay, necessarily remains a debtor. Tho 
_ other things have been explained before. 


 ARMINIUS'S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF TILE ANSWER TO TIM 
TWENTY-THIND PROPOSITION. 

Tuose decrees are said to be joined together by a necessary 
copula, of which the one neither is nor can be without the 
other. Tho deerce of the preparation of grace must be 

- connected with tho decree of the preparation of glory by this 
copula: for neither does exist without the other, and neither 
can exist without the other. But if preterition and predamna- 

tion are to be conjoined by the same copula, then I have gained 
the point I wished. But the transition by which a man passes 
froni grace into glory is not the same copula by which the one 
decree is conjoined to the other ;- but the copula is God's will, 
which does not will to bestow the one on any person without 
the other, and which wills to bestow both on him on whom it 
wills to bestow either. The transition to glory is death, to 
which tho corresponding proportional in tho decree of pre- 
terition and predamnation is not sin. For on account of sin 
: predamnation exists, but glory does not exist on account of 
death. Having regard to sin and its merit, God detcrmined 
to damn somo;’ for sin alono is the meritorious cause on 
account of which God can damn: for there is in death no 
such rolation to tho glory which follows, after death, from 

‘Divino prodostination and graco. But that death is not oe 
copula is apparent from this, that death is the transit se 
grace to glory, and from non-grace to damnation or punis . 
ment, sin intervening. For there cannot be one copula, a 

that in no way diversified, of those opposite decrees. a 
accept what is said about death and transition ; and shoulc 
wish what follows therefrom to be well considered. 


If death is the transition from the decree of preparation of | 


lory, then it follows that the decree of the prepara- 
ae Eas dai glory deals with sinners. For death pe as 
bo the transition of the decree to the decree, or of the ace ion 
to the execution, of which man 1s the object, without om in 
into account, as the condition required in aa ives : : ; 
allow that death, as a transition, does not of itsolf vie openly 
belong to tho necessity of that decree, by which ‘se wills to 
bestow grace and glory on any creature. Yot it is of the neces- 


Sea 
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pity of that decroo by which God has detcrmined not to lead 
man through to glory except by the intervention of death. But 
this decree presupposes sin. It has, however, been already 
proved that sin is necessarily inferred from the decree of pretor- 
ition; protorition, to wit, boing so defined ag your 'l'hoses have it. 

My pen has slipped in the assumption of my syllogism : for 
in placo of the word “sin” tho word ‘ reprobation”’ should be 
substituted ; and it must be read in this way: Preterition and 
reprobation (‘‘reprobation” being taken for the preparation of 
punishment) cohere necessarily ;—which is apparent from what 
precedes; wherein I have stated that the decree respecting the © 
leaving of some in their own nature copulates with the decree 


_ of reprobation by means of prevision of sin, &c. Corrected in 


this manner, the assumption is true; and when writing that 
truth, I proved it to myself by that very argument which you - 
yourself use. For all the passed by have been predamned,— 
to substitute that word for ‘“ reprobation,” according to your 
meaning, as you have explained it in this answer,—and all 
tho predamned have been passed by. Wherefore the decree 
respecting passing by some must be interchanged by a necos- 
sary copwa with the decree respecting damning some. But 
here they are coupled not by a necessary copula, but by a con- 
tingent one: for they are conjoined by the modo of prevision 
of sin, which is set forth as a contingent. But since proteri- 
tion nnd prodamnation nocessurily cohoro with cach olhor, 


’ preterition and sin also cohere necessarily. Tor predamuation 


doos not take placo oxcept on account of sin. 
_ But let us consider your answer to my assumption, as it was 
put by me through a slip of the pen. It is, that preterition 


_ and sin do not necessarily cohere with each other ; the con- 


trary of which was held in my assumption. Your reason 185 = 
Because thus all sinners would just as much be passed by as 
all the passed by are sinners. But this is not true: for, all the 
passed by are indeed sinners, but not all sinners are passed 
by. I allow the antecedent, I deny the consequent. For itis 
not a matter of necessity that wherever the copula ig necessary, 
there also it should be reciprocal. Sin and preterition can 
cohere by a necessary copula, although the terms are not reci- 
procal, Man and animal are connected by a necessary copula, 
yet the terms are not reciprocal: and it is allowable to say 
that every man is an animal necessarily, though it is not allow- ~ 
able to say in return that every animal isa man. But let us 
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here considor the cause, why it may be truly said that all the 
passed by aro sinners, but it cannot be truly said that all sin- 
"ners aro passed by. Is it not this, Bocauso sin oxtonds itsolf 
moro widely than preterition, and sinnors than tho passed by? 
Yes, certainly: whence it seems to me to be concluded with 
the greatest probability that sin exists prior to preterition; 
for more general things are by nature prior to the more spe- 
cial. And from this sort of reciprocation and inversion—‘‘ All. 
tho passed by are damned, and all the damned are passed by, 
~ and all the passed by and damned are sinners; and indeed only 
sinners are passed by and damned’”’—it seems to me the 
conclusion must be drawn: “ Therefore preterition and pre- 
damnation belong to sinners, and therefore to men considered 
in their sins:”’ which is the purpose of my argument, and 
which I have specially set myself to prove. And on this 
ground sin precedes as well preterition as predamnation ; 
and if its natural efficiency be considered, all sinners will be 
. passed by and damned, not some only. But bécause the effi- 
ciency of natural sin is hindered in some by the strength of a 
superior cause, which is God’s will, hence it comes to pass 
that those sinners are passed by and damned, on whom God 
was unwilling to show mercy; and those are not passed by 
nor predamned, on whom God determined to have mercy. 
What is here stated about the mode of coherence betweon 
tho nocossary and tho contingont, ovon if truo, is not antigo- 
-nistic to my proposition: but its truth I suppose to be not 
~ beyond controversy. For the necessary and the contingent 
differ in their whole essences, so that no thing, of whatover 
kind it be, can be said to be at once necessary and contingent, 
that is, to be done necessarily and contingently,—to keep to 
those terms. I think, however, that, without an exception 
necessary here to be considered, it cannot be said that he 
necessarily remains a debtor who has contracted debt and 
has not wherewith to pay: it should have been added,— 
‘unless the debt has been condoned by the creditor. For, 
if that exception is taken away, the reciprocation herween 
sin and damnation will be of this kind: All sinners are 
damned, and all the damned are sinners. For sinis a debt 
by which all sinners are bound, and not only deserves punish- 
ment, but also will certainly be punished, unless its con- 


donation and remission take place. But, indeed, I seem to . 


myself able to deduce an argument in proof of my opinion 
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even from those very things which you horo say. Jor you 
put forward, as like things, committing sin contingently, and 
contracting dobt; likowiso that tho sinnor is go nocossirily, 
that tho passed by is gO necessarily, and that the debtor 
remains so necessarily, unless he is able to pay. Of this 
double couple of terms, when compared with each other, the 
two former precede by nature, the latter follow: wherefore 
sin has been committed by man, and that contingently, before 
he has been constituted a sinner necessarily ; also, before he 
has been passed-by by God. And who is ignorant that man, 
because he sinned freely, made himself a slave to sin, and 
therefore becomes subject to sin necessarily, until the libera- 
tion be made by Christ the Mediator ? according to the say- 
ing, “ Whosoever committeth sin ig the servant of sin. If 
the Son shall have made you free, ye will be free indeed.” ° 
(John viii. 84, 86.] 


THE TWENTY-FOURTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


Turrpiy, Because it leaves a hiatus in the decrees, not inter- 
joining with the decree of preterition and reprobation the 
decree respecting the infallible and necessary existence of 
sin: just as from preterition itself sin, in my judgment, 


necessarily results, by the removal of tho prohibont, as thoy 
call it. th 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO TIE TWENTY-FOURTH PROPOSITION. 


Ir is denied that there is need of the interposition of any 
mediate decree between the decree of preterition and damna- 
tion, (for so you understand the term “ reprobation,”) or that 
any decree was interposed; which is in accordance with the 
nature of those decrees. For those decrees belong to the 
Divine efficiency, which God effects immediately, accord- 
ing to His own will, and justly, according to His own 
wisdom: but the decree respecting the existence of sin 
belongs to the mediate work of nature, and was made in 
that mode in which God decreed, that is, contingently by a 
contingent cause: for the will is here the principle of the 
contingent causes; and that single movement of Adam into 
the fall was the contingent cause of the fall and of the sin 
which befell our race. Wherefore what is said about the 
unavoidable and necessary existence of sin must be distin- 


- guished in this. manner.’ The'existence of sin, if you regard: 
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its rise, was unavoidable in the knowledge of God; but was 


not necessary by force of the decree as a cause: because God 


had allowed to Adam’s will the free power to commit or avoid 
sin, by order of nature in things natural, as simply as possible 
and without any exception. So by force of that decree it was 


necessary that man should sin or not sin: by force of the 


will man’s sinning was contingent: and then by the motion 


of his will he sinned contingently, because the decree was 
contingently. The existence of sin, however, if you regard 


the act in which our first parents fell, although contingent in 
its rise, yet is unavoidable and necessary by order of nature ; 


whereby it comes to pass that the leprosy of that sin, with 
which they were affected, flows down to their posterity. For 


an evil cause produces evil effects, a bad tree bad fruits; a 
serpent begets serpents, a leper lepers. But what belongs to 


- nature canon no probable ground be ascribed to the decree 


of supernatural things: the existence of sin in both modes is 
from nature : therefore it must not be ascribed to supernatural 
decrees. You adduce the cause of the affirmation, that sin 
results necessarily from the preterition itself by the removal 
of the prohibent: but this was confuted a little before, under 


Proposition xxii., and, in my opinion, clearly enough. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO TILE 
WWEUNTY*VOUWEEL TOPOKLTLONS 


Hunn it should havo boon shown how it could happen that 


‘the deerce of preterition necessarily coheres with the decree 


of predamnation without a necessary copula. But the neces- 
sary copula is not the prevision of contingent sin: but in 
order to their cohering necessarily, because the decree of pre- 


terition considers the man, not the sinner, whilst that of pre- 


damnation considers only the sinner, the existence of sin must 
be necessary cither by force of the decree of preterition, or by 
force of another Divine decree ; such, to wit, as Beza describes. 
We are speaking here of the existence [of sin] in respect of 
Adam’s act, not of its necessary existence in respect of our 
corrupt conception and nativity.: For this latter is the effect 
of that former by way of merit, God’s judgment and sen- 


‘tence intervening ; He imputing the guilt of the first sin to 
all Adam’s posterity, no less than to Adam himself and Eve, 


because they also had sinned in Adam. I agree to what you 
say near the end, that naturals are not to be ascribed to 


Cee Mie 
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supernatural decrees: but sin, if it is necessary, that is, 
committed necessarily, is not natural, that is, from the will 
of man as the principle of his act; and if sin ig natural, 
then its necessity should not have been ascribed by Calvin and 
Beza to the decree of predestination. But here we are dis- 
puting not about the thing itself considered in itself, but 
on the hypothesis of that opinion which conjoins preterition 
with predamnation by a necessary copula; sin not being pre- 
existent as well to preterition as to predamnation. But as to 
whether what I have said about the necessary existence of sin 
from the decree of preterition by mode of removing the pro- 
hibent has been refuted, my consideration on the Answer to 
Proposition xxii. may be consulted. 


THE TWENTY-FIFTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


Fourtuty, Because it is not consistent with the condition of 
the creation and perpetuation of the human race’ which is, 
that all should be considered in one, and all come forth from 
one. For it infers that men were either not considered in | 
Adam, or not all considered in Adam, or considered in Adam 
in different ways,—in Adam, I mean, recently created, not 
yet fallen. 


_ ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE TWENTY-FIFTIL PROPOSITION. 
unas Which differ in bhoiy entire genus, differ also in mode, 
Tho condition of tho creation and porpetuation of tho human 
race is natural: '(for creation also is natural by reduction, 
as a unit is reckoned to belong to number, and a point to a 
line:) but the condition of all election and predestination is 
supernatural: therefore they differ also in mode, The conse- 
quence from what is dissimilar and unequal is not valid. In 
nature, indeed, all men are considered in one, and all proceed 
from one: but in the matter of predestination all are not con- 
sidered in one, but each separately in themselves. nor do all 
come forth naturally from one, but all are by God superna- 
turally distinguished in Christ. Man is considered according 
to nature in Adam, universally and individually ; according to 
grace in Christ, only individually: for it is not the order of 
nature, but the benefit of grace. The predestinated therefore 
are considered notin nature and according to nature, but from 
nature according to grace; whichis personal, and not natural. 
Law belongs to nature; privilege, to grace. What therofore 
VoL. II, Q 
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is adduced about the consideration [of mankind] in Adam is 
not to the purpose. 


| ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER ‘TO TILE 
VWHN'TY-FLPIL PROPOSETION, 

Tru foree of my argument remains. For, although creation 

and predestination differ in mode and in genus, as natural 
- and supernatural, yet that sort of predestination and reproba- 
tion camnot bo true, which impinges upon the conditions of 
-exeation. I should have spoken more correctly if, instead of 
**not consistent,” I had put ‘“‘inconsistent.” For supernatu- 
ral action can add something to created nature, and step beyond 
the order of nature: but it can establish nothing in opposition 
to creation. But predestinatior and reprobation, as they have 
been declared by youin the Theses, ordain something in oppo- 
sition to the conditions of creation: therefore they cannot 
have place amongst fruc dogmas. I prove what is assumed : 
for you maintain that some men are passed by without the 
consideration of sin. But man cannot be considered without 
sin, unless as he was in his primeval state: wherefore your view 
maintains that some, considered in their primeval state, are 
passed by. But this cannot be, because in their primeval state 
they had the power of persisting in good and not sinning, and 
therefore they caumol be saved by the obedicnco of tho law : 
and by consoquont, as such, thoy havo not beon passdéd by ; 
beewuse the passed by, according to the dolinition of your 
Theses, necessarily fall away from salvation, nay, are nocos- 
puvily damned, though with the intervention of sin, Lf you 
say that they are necessarily damned after they have been 
foreseen as about to sin, I answer that they are also so passed 
by after they have been foreseen as about to sin, nay, after 
they have been seen as sinners. 

But something must be said respecting the distinction of 
that twofold consideration. Men are considered in one, and 
are considered each in themselves: but all are considered in 
one such as they are in him, and are considered cach in them- 

‘selves ag they are in themselves: otherwise the consideration 
is false. This consideration is twofold in respect of the two- 
fold state. They are considered in the primeval state of inte- 
-grity, and are considered in the defective state of sin. In the 
primeval state they are considered all in one, as in their origin 
and root; and while it remains standing, they stand. They 
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are considered cach in themselves as standing, and as having 

by the appointment of nature and grace all that the first root. 
had whether from nature or from grace; (the word “grace” | 
being here employed in contrast to nature: otherwise, what- 
ever man had is of gracious bestowment.) Singly, then, they 
are considered as veracious, just, holy. In the state of sin all 
are considered in one who has sinned, and all are considered 
to have sinned in him. Singly they are considered in them- 
sclvos as having a deficiency of those things which they might 
have had from grace, if the first man had stood, and as having 
sin and the desert of sin. Now, as all are considered in one, 
whether standing or fallen, there is no predestination, no pre- 
terition or reprobation, no predamnation. For so all would 
be predestinated and none reprobated, or all reprobated and 
none predestinated. Therefore predestination and reprobation 
have place with regard to them as they are considered each in 
themselves. About this therefore we have no question. But 
it is asked, in what state they are each considered by God 
when predestinating and passing by. You say, in the prime- 
val state, or rather considered in the general: I say, consi- 
dered positively as in a state of sin. Otherwise, I say that 
that decree impinges upon the conditions of creation, as has 

been shown. And thisis absurd; because supernaturals may 

indoed be, nay, ought to be, superior to naturals, but in no wise 

contrary, 


THE TWENTY-SIXTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS. 


Vurrvuny, Because it brings in an equivocal deeree, and one 
that is cortain only under condition of division. LHquivocal, 
because the glory and the grace, which are provided by election _ 
and predestination, are equivocal: for it is either the glory 
arising out of ignominy by the grace of remission and rege- 
neration; or itis the glory of nature as it was created, con- 
ferred by supernatural grace superinfused on such nature. 
Certain only wnder condition of division, because it wills to 
bestow neither upon him simply: not the grace superinfused 


on nature, and glory consequent on that; because it is not 


that grace by which man is saved and glorified: not the 
erace of remission and renovation ; because it cannot will to 
bestow that, except uponasinner. Therefore the decree must 
be understood with that division: ‘‘I will to bestow on this 
man glory and grace; certainly, indeed, but cither this or 
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that, according as this or that shall bo necessary to him on 


_ account of the diversity of his state.” 


ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE TWENTY-SIXTH PROPOSITION. 
We deny that the decree is equivocal, and only certain 


under condition of division. It is not equivocal; for it is 
expressed under the universal terms of a genus, and in the 


universal signification: but what is so expressed is not 
equivocal. Neither the grace nor the glory in the decree is 


twofold, but they are one in substance, matter, and reason, 


distinguished each by its own degrees in the object. But as 


_ there is not in man a twofold life naturally, although he 
grows bigger by his own increases by the law of nature ; 


so neither glory nor grace is twofold, although each may be 
carried forward in us by its own degrees. Both kinds of 
grace are supernatural,—that which graciously renews nature, 
and that which elevates beyond the measure of nature. 
Whatever you may here say of it, it is supernatural and one 
in reality. Likewise both kinds of glory are supernatural 
univocally ; as well that which is on a level with the measure 
of nature, as that whichis abovenature. The latter embraces 


and, as it were, absorbs the former, as the greater light the 


losser, although both are light, and indecd supernatural ; 
since, when nature has lost the former, grace may restore it. 
But ueibher is that decrce to bo supposed certain only under 
condition of division: for God wills to bestow all Mis graco, 
that is, both modes of it, simply on His elect, without any 
modification or exception. Therefore He both wills to bestow 
on them the grace of remission and renovation, and does 


_ bestow it on them, as the antecedent mode; and the grace of 


that celestial glory, as the consequent mode. Nay, if it could 
happen that something more of antecedent grace should be 
desired, or of consequent natural glory, [or of] supernatural 
[grace,] and if there is anything else to be mentioned which 
I wish for, God will bestow it all; because He has: decreed 
grace and glory to His own universally, which indeed is com- 
municable. But the grace of remission and renewal God 
cannot will to bestow, except on the sinner and on account 


‘of sin; but God had regard to the whole man in common, on 


whom He might bestow His entire grace, and apply it in 


a supernatural manner. The decree, therefore, of grace and - 
glory is to be understood absolutely, because made absolutely, _ 


} 
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without restriction, exception, or modification of the grace 
and glory which God communicates to Hisown. The variety 
is in the object and its mode: but the fact of grace and glory 
being most absolutely and universally decreed and bestowed 
on various objects, does not make grace and glory to be diverse 


in themselves; just as neither is the sun’s light various, 


even though it comes to us variously, or is perceived by us 
variously. 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
TWENTY-SIXTH PROPOSITION. 

You seem not to have understood this Proposition of mine 
very well. In order that you may see this, and comprehend 
the Proposition according to my meaning, I will express it, as 
far as I can, in words familiar to you in this matter. I call 
this decree ‘‘ equivocal,” because the grace and glory provided 
by this decree are equivocal,—I say, equivocal grace and 
equivocal glory. For there is one grace of conservation and 
confirmation in the primeval state of integrity ; another, of 
restoration from astate of sin. There is also one kind of glory 
(in respect of the mode of the object), which, existing above 
nature, is superadded to that which was made level with the 
mode of naturo; and another, which is bestowed on nature 
frocd from the ignominy of sin and of misery. 

his decree is corlain on condition of division only, bocauso 
it wills absolutely to bestow on man neither this grace nor 
that, glory neither of this mode nor of that, bub only ono or 
the other kind, whether grace or glory, under condition. It 


| does not will to bestow on man absolutely the grace of con- 


servation in the primeval state and glory from it or through 
it, because that is not the grace and the glory by which 
man is saved and glorified. It does not will to bestow on 
man absolutely the grace of restoration from the state of sin, 
and glory from ignominy, because it cannot will that grace 
and glory absolutely exceptto a sinner. Therefore the decree 
must be understood with that division: ‘I will to bestow 
on this man grace and glory, certainly indeed, but either this 
or that, according as this or that shall be necessary for him 
on account of the diversity of his state either of uprightness 
or sin.” - 

Now I will consider your answer. You deny that this 
decree is equivocal: I affirm that itis. You add to your 
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denial a reason,—‘‘ Because it is oxpressed under the universal 
torms of a genus, and in the universal signification : but what 
is so expressed is not equivocal.” I grant tho latter; I deny 
the former: for 1 affirm that grace and glory are indeed spoken 
of cuder tho universal berms of a genus, bubiwo not undorstood 
in the universal signification; which is an equivocation. I 
prove thatit is not taken in the universal signification, because 
grace and glory taken generally were not provided for man 
by predestination, but only as far as they are put in distine- 
tion or opposition. See what you have said upon my Eleventh 
Proposition. or that cannot be said to be provided genorally, 

-which was not provided in some one or other part or species 
‘of itself. Nay, much less can that be said to be provided 

generally, which is of such a nature that, if it has been pro- 

vided in one species-or part of itself, in another it cannot be 
provided. But this is precisely the case here. Grace, taken 

in the general, comprehends the grace of conservation in a 

state of uprightness, and of restoration from a state of sin. 

Glory, taken in the general, comprehends the glory superadded 
to the primeval nature, and the glory bestowed on a fallen 

| nature raised out of ignominy. Neither kind has been pre- 
pared for man in common, neither grace nor glory. Nay, 

| if tho grace of conservation in a stato of uprightnoss, and tho 

_ glory to be superadded to nature, have been provided for man ; 
then the grace of restoration from a state of sin, and glory out 
of ignominy, could not be provided for him; because he did 
not need this latter grace and glory, if he obtained that former 

grace and glory; and there can be no room for this latter 
erace and glory, if that former grace and glory had place. 

But if there is any place for the grace of restoration from a 
state of sin, and for glory out of ignominy, then place was not 
made in God’s predestination for the grace of conservation 
and for glory thereby. 

Hence it is apparent that my Proposition was not well 
understood by you, who supposed that the relation of the 
twofold grace and glory was such that one grace embraced 

the other, one glory the other, in itself, and as it were con- 
summated it. I will make use of an example. Grace 

‘renewing nature, and. grace elevating the renewed nature 
above its own mode, stand in such a relation; for the 


one consummates and perfects the other: but Idid not lay © 


down that twofold grace, but one of conservation in the first 
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estate, the other of restoration from a state of sin: these 
do not succeed each other, nor does the one consummate the 


‘other, but the one excludes the other. So likewise the glory 


on a lovel with the mode of nature, and the glory which 1s 
abovo nabivo, have such wv rolation 5 for {he ono porfocts and 


consummates the other: but I did not lay down that twofold 


glory, but both supornatural,—tho one superadded to the 
primeval nature, the other bestowed on fallen nature restored 
from ignominy. In this sense, then, that decree 1s equivocal, 
because the words “grace” and “ glory”? are spoken in 
common and univorsally, but [grace and glory] have not 
been provided in common and universally by predestination, 
but separately, distinctly, and opposedly. 

Then again, you deny that this decree is certain only under 
condition of division: but you deny it according to the sense 
which you attribute to my words, not according to that which 
they really bear : in the former sense you rightly deny them. ~ 
For the grace of remission and renovation, a8 an antecedent 
mode, and the grace of celestial glory, as a consequent mode, 
has been provided for man simply and certainly. But that 
was not my meaning, as is most plainly apparent from the 
words themselves. Jor I have opposed the grace of remission 
and ronovation not to tho grace of colestial glory, but to the 
evace of conservation in a state of uprightness. God did 
no} will to bestow those two graces, or thoso two parts ox 
species of grace, on man simply (or absolutely) by predesti- 
nation, nay, neither simply, but one of them only, and that 
indecd under condition of division, according to that decree of 
which we are treating. He did not will to bestow both parts 
on man simply, because both could not have place together. 
For the former excludes the latter, as not necessary, Nay, as 
not being able even to have place; the latter excludes the 
former, as not made use of; from which non-use of the former, 
namely, of the grace of conservation in the first estate, that 
latter, of restoration from sin, began to be necessary, since 
man had to be saved of grace. He did not will either of 
those simply and absolutely without condition. Not the 

grace of conservation ; because that did not fall to man’s 
lot; but would have fallen to it if it had been pode — a 
absolutely and according $0 predestination. Not the ee 0 
-yemission of sins and renovation, that is, of restoration Bee 
a state of sin; because He cannot will that absolutely excep 
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to a sinner 5 and that decroo did not considor man as a sinnor, 
But Mo willed, undor condition of division, cither this graco 
or that 4oman, just as tho diversity of his slate might demand 
cithor this or that. 
That a decree of this sort is certain only under condition of 
division, is plain from the terms, rightly understood. I will 
‘illustrate by an example. ‘“‘ Every enunciation is true or false 
necessarily: But this is an cnunciation; 'Thercforo it is truo 
necessarily, or false necessarily.” It does not follow: because, 
under condition of division, it is true that every enunciation 
is necessarily true or false; for neither part, taken simply 
p and separately, is necessary: but the nature of the decree of 
predestination requires that this be absolutely truc and certain, 

‘God wills to man the grace of conservation in a state of 
_uprightness ;”—or that this be absolutely certain and true, 
“God wills to man the grace of restoration from a state of 
sin.” But not under condition of a division docs God will 
to man either tho grace of conservation or the grace of resto- 
“ration. But since predestination, as it has been described by 
you, comes under this last mode, I have rightly said that it is 
certain only under condition of division; and I therefore 


conclude, by a fair consequence, that it is not predestination. 


If it is truly w part of predestination to will tho graco of con- 
servation simply and precisely, and, if it docs not will that, 
4o will the grace of reslorution precisely und siuply, thom it 
follows that God neither did regard man in the general, nor 
gould so regard him. Wor the volition of tho formor graco 
excludes sin precisely, the volition of the latter grace includes 
precisely the consideration of sin : in both modes equally that 
-gencral consideration is refuted. For the general consideration 
of an object neither excludes any circumstance, nor is bound 
up to any certain and individual circumstance. But the 
former predestination, of grace conserving in a state of 


integrity, excludes the circumstance of sin; and the latter ~ 


predestination, of grace restoring from a state of sin, is 
precisely bound up to the circumstance of sin. The decree, 
therefore, of predestination. was not made absolutely and 
universally, or generally, without restriction or modification 
of grace and glory: but it was made necessarily, and must 
have been made with the restriction or modification of grace 


and glory. For the decree of predestination is that by which - 


that grace is provided by which man is certainly saved; not 
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by which ho might bo savod, providod any stato of that man 
required its application ; nor by which he would be pavod, if 
it wore upplicd to ny Blalo. But that (graco) by which man 
is surely saved must be modified and restricted. "or he is 
gaved either by the grace of conservation or by that of restQ- 
ration,—by one or the other necessarily. If he is saved by 
the one, he does not need to be, nor can he be, saved by the 
other. If ho is not saved by the one, ho must be saved by the 
other, or be excluded from salvation. And that grace by which 
ho is saved has been provided by predestination ; the other, by 
which he is not saved, being simply excluded. F 
There is variety, you say, in the object and in its mode. 
But wo, you affirm, are dealing hero with tho varicty of the 
object and of its mode: which variety is so great that grace 
and glory must ‘be restricted and modified to this or that 
variety of the object. The grace of conservation in stato of 
integrity, and the glory resulting by it, belong to the object 
ag itis considered in primeval nature : tho graco of restora 
tion, and the glory resulting by it, appertain to the object 
considered in conjunction with sin’ and misery. Nor can 
grace or glory be decreed or conferred upon a varying object 
most absolutely and universally by predestination. For pre- 
ostination necossarily deals with a uniform and univocal 
object; that is, either with the non-sinner simply, or with 
the simmer; nor doos it confor grico oxcopt on & subjoct of ono 
mode and univocal. For it saves simply the non-sinner, or it 
auves sunply tho sinner: it doos not accommodate itself to 
him as such or such; but it adapts itself absolutely to the 
object considered as such, and not otherwise. It saves angels 
absolutely by the grace of conservation; for the grace of 
restoration has never been decreed or conferred on them. It 
saves men absolutely by the grace of restoration: the grace 
of conservation in the primeval state of uprightness has never 
been decreed or conferred on them. : 
Grace, indeed, as you say, ig one in itself and its essence, 
as is glory also; but both are applied according to the mode 
and ratio of the object: and there is such a reciprocation 
between the application of grace and the mode and ratio of 
its object, that the ratio of the object can be concluded from the. 
application of grace ; and from the mode of the object can in like 
manner be collected what kind of grace must be applied for 
the salvation of that object. In like manner with regard to 
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. p [Prop. 
glory. The comparison of the sunlig i 
of at the end, may help us in this Ae Sele i on 
pay of the sun sheds its light around a body alread ainak 
nated, and renders it more lucid: it pours its light ree 
dark body, and dispels the darkness, and makes that ns cht 
with lieht, which before was dark. If there cee S y os - 
difference between an illuminated and a dark bod a te : 
is between a righteous man and a sinner, then aes si 
which suffice for lighting up a body already illuminated ald 


“not suffice for lighting u “ 
; ‘ 8 p a dark body, . 
immensely increased and multiplied. y, unless they were 
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discussing, diverges largely from both tho preceding opinions, 
ag may appear clearly from the whole of this treatise. Tor 
if the circumstance of sin must necessarily have been A ee 
considered by God when decreeing, and was positively 80 con- oa 
sidered in the act itself, then it cannot be but that those ee! 
trontments and explanations of that decree wander far from Ne 
the right way, which say that sin neither must necossarily 

have been considered by God when decreeing, nor was 80 
considered in the act itself. In addition to this, by the sole 
circumstance of sin being added to the object of the decree, 

and rightly explained, all the absurdities and blasphemies 
accustomed to be fastened upon the decree of predestination 

and reprobation may be repelled, and solidly refuted, as 
inconsequent. 

These therefore, most illustrious man, are what I have at 

present to‘ object to your answer to my Propositions, not so 

much with the intention of confuting it, as with the wish to 

elicit your fuller answers and explanations, by which I might 

be satisfied in this matter, and my mind be set at rest. Where- 

fore I pray God that +f L have written anything which is 
contrary to the truth, He will pardon me, and disclose the 
truth : that if I have brought forward anything in accordance = 
with the truth, He will confirm me in if, and render you an : 
agreeing wid congonting purty ; whoroby, through you, 

groutor authority may be daily gained for the truth, and ib 

may be more and moro propagated, to tho glorifying of the 

Divine name, and the advantage and increase of the Church 

in our Lord Josus Christ. Amen. 


THE TWENTY-SEVENTH PROPOSITION OF 

a ARMINIUS. 
WILL not now touch on the opinion of Augusti , 
; eustine, b | 
it would be useless to do so, if that of Thomas eee ie 
prior in consideration, could be proved to my Rea 
This, then, is all I have to say-to you at this time, &c. 


oie OF JUNIUS TO THE TWENTY-SEVENTH PROPOSITION. 
ae ek maven ae shan NacentS that Augustine’s opl- 
ers an ee with the other two in the sum of the matter. 
Me sitdede suse vy iis ts vari tae, 
i vy him in a certain senso 
nnd that ono cifeumelanco alono is diverse, 
I have done what I could in this case,—youwr case, my 
brother,—and have performed my pari with tho crentost 
diligence and cclerity I could ; for other things often interrupt 
‘me. Accept my labour in good part, even if it shall not 
answer your expectation. And may the God of peace and 
‘truth seal His saving grace upon your soul, more and 
more; and may He graciously lead both of us and all His 
people in the way of truth, to His glory, and the edification of 

His Church in Christ Jesus our Saviour! Amen.* 


ARMINIUS’S REPLY, OR CONSIDERATION OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
o TWENTY-SEVENTIL PROPOSITION. 
AUGUSTINE'S opinion, by reason of the circumstance of sin 
being added by him to tho object of the decree, which we aro 


. fe A happy and truly Christian ending to a long controversy. Whether we 
think Junius right or wrong in his views on the points discussed, we may all agree 

that his spirit was a swect one, and that he was evidently mect for that blissful 
society to which he was so soon afterwards snatched away.—W. N. 
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APPENDIX T0 TIE CONFERENCE WITIL JUNIUS, 


THE TIIESES OF DR. FRANCIS JUNIUS 
RESPECTING DIVINE PREDESTINATION, 


OFTEN CITED IN THE PRECEDING CONFERENCE, COMPOSED BY 
HIM IN THESE SAME WORDS, AND PUBLICLY DISCUSSED UNDER 


HIS PRESIDENCY BY WILLIAM CODDUS IN THIS UNIVERSITY oF 
LEYDEN IN THE YEAR 1598. 


ALSO, THE BRIEF 
REMARKS OF DR. JAMES ARMINIUS 
ON THE SAME. 


Brcausr we have made frequent mention of the Theses of 
Dr. Francis Junius respecting Predestination, we will here 


present them, and briefly note what we consider wanting in 
them. ; 


THESIS I. OF JUNIUS. 

‘‘ PREDESTINATION ”’ properly, according to the ety- 
mology of the word, is the determination to an end. 
Commonly, however, it signifies the rporwy) or entire 
arrangement of the order to an end; and in this lat- 
ter way we understand it. 


NOTE BY ARMINIUS. 


“Daissrination ” is the delormination of an existing object to 
anend. The particle “pre,” prefixed to that word, denotes 


that the act of destination is antecedent tothe actual exist- 
ence of the object. 


II. 

PREDESTINATION is therefore an act of the Divine 
good-pleasure, by which God has provided from eter- 
nity a plenitude of His blessings in Christ, for those 
who are about to be heirs of salvation, to the praise 
of His glorious grace. 

! NOTE. 
_ Tue word evédox/a, or “ good-pleasure,” is here rightly used 
according to the sense of Scripture: for the particle ed, or 


** well,” signifies the well-disposed and benevolent affection of 
God towards its object; not tho precise and determinate will 
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of God concorning any statute of His, a8 the war a 
pleasure” is used by the Schoolmen, which will of God ne 
divide into the will ‘‘ of the sign,” [or the revealed will,] an 


- that of the good-pleasure. 


“Has provided in Christ”) —No blessings were provided 
in Christ for men, except those which are suited for ae 
Christ Himself, the Saviour of sinful men, 18 called J esus ae 
“because He shall save His people from je 2 2 
Christ no one is blessed, unless he is “ faithful. Ae ae ; | 
“Sq then they who are of faith are blessed with faithiu 
Abraham.” ae 

“To those who are about to be heirs of salvation ] Sal 
vation itself and the inheritance of eternal life are on 
hended in the fulness of those blessings which God has a 
vided in Christ. Therefore they for whom that ees “ 
been provided, should have been otherwise Se aed rr - us 
i : inati the act by whic 

absurd to speak of predestination as | 
ae pease! inheritance of salvation for those be eee 
be heirs of salvation. For they are appointed eae ) hag 
tion by the same decree by which the inheritance ol salva 
is provided for them, comprehended in ne ie . ee 

+ of the matter or objcc - 

The persons, as the, one part o ot ee 

ina st not he doseribed by the Divine thine 

Se ed for them by that prolesTan und 

Whigh conslilulo mother part of tho matter or aah ae 

dostination. ‘hose persons, are aoe pee weer ¥ 

: ili ‘or ib reac © § POGUE 

Sohinius’s definition, ox it rouds thus + eae 

ae cloction, is that whereby God a es ee nity toes 
justif spt to eternal 11¢ dl F 

Iso to justify and accept ee 
hae whom He decreed to be taught a one sce 

“Mo the praise of His glorious grac Seon ae 
rae no bet of God as the cause and end of men : ae 
tination, except that which is joined with mercy, aud ba 
scope amongst sinners and the wretched. 


“mm. 
3 -, «simple energy ”) is not from 
up act (for God is “ simp sy") 
= ade cause, but proceeds purely oe ae 
predestinating : otherwise it would not be purely 


l ings and 
predestination, entirely preceding all thing 
* causes. 
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NOTE. 
Gop’ inati i 
S predestination does indeed precede all thing 
_ causes, as their actual exi i i | ne 
“ee : ef al existence is considered: for it has been 
ade from eternity. But it follow i 
: ows the pre-existen 
ce ‘ 
tain things and causes in the mind rek pee 
Beers se mind and foreknowledge of God; 
; ; that of sin committed by m i ee 
( an, without which 
neither that grace fo geube os 
e, nor such a Christ, nor +] i 
st, 10se blessings 
it. kd had oe towards men. Although, therefore this 
‘edestination be not from insl 
any extrinsic cause, it is y 
.P use, it is 
occasioned ” by sin, as they phrase it. a 


IV. 


Tur Cause 18 evdoxia, “ good-pleasure,” wherewith 
God is benevolently affected towards those whom He 
has been pleased to adopt as sons through Jesus 
Christ, according to the purpose of His election, 
: ‘ 
: 3 NOTE. 

y the same good-pleasure wherewi 

volently affected tent any, it 7 rae eee ets 

adopt the same as sons. Therefore the persons towards 
whom God was benevolently affected have not been correctly 

described here. Nay, because He was benevolently affected 
_ a thoreforo To adopted them as sons. 

o adopt as sons ”’}] —Note here that adoption i 
among the blessings provided, but that the nee of sit 
the blessings are provided are described by it. Let this be 
compared with your Answer to my First Proposition. But 
in order that the slovenliness of that definition may be more 
plainly apparent, come, let predestination be so defined: ‘‘ Pre- 
destination is an act of the Divine good-pleasure, by which 
God has from eternity provided filial adoption, and its conse- 
quent, eternal life in Christ, for those whom it has pleased Him 
to adopt as sons, and who are to be heirs of salvation.” 

-**To adopt as sons through Jesus Christ ”]—Christ Jesus 
must here be considered not only as the foundation on which 
the execution of the decree rests, but also as the foundation 
on which the decree itself rests. For we are adopted in Him 
as our Head: therefore in the order of causes He was first 
constituted and predestinated tobe our Head: hence we have 
been predestinated in Him as His members. And I mention 
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this, not because I think that you take these words in another 
light, but because I'see that Dr. Beza, on the first chapter of 
Ephesians, lays down a far different order, which seems to 
me to invert the right order of predestination. 

“« According to the purpose of His election” ]—This purpose 
of election is no other than the good-pleasure of God, wherewith 
He has been benevolently affected towards some, and by which 
it pleased Him to adopt certain persons as sons in Christ. 
But your words are so put as if that purpose were different 
from that good-pleasure. 

| v. 

TupruroRE God Himself alone, who predestinates, 
is the cause of His predestination, and of that pro- 
vision which Ue has proposed in Himself, according 
to that good-pleasure of His will. 


vI. 

THEREFORE this act is said to have been from eter- 
nity; that is, before all things and causes, in the 
things themselves, or from the things, which He has 
predestinated to exist. 


NOTE. — 

Iy that Thesis excludes also mun's sin, as tho condition 
required in the object of that predestination, predestination is 
not correctly said to precede the provision of sin: for, though 
sin may not have moved God to predestinate, (for it is the 
proper effect of sin to deserve the wrath of God,) yet this 
predestination was not made except by occasion of sin, which 
God from eternity foresaw would occur in time, by reason of 


the infinity of His knowledge.’ 


VII. 


Tan matter of predestinatio 
things, and the persons about to 


n is twofold: Divine 
be partakers of them. 


NOTE. 


“ Drvixe things, and the persons about to be partakers of 
» have a mutual relation to each other ; so that a con- 


them, 
d from the nature of those things 


clusion can be forme 
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respecting the quality of the persons ; and, on the other hand, 
from the quality of the persons the nature of those Divine 
_ things can be gathered. For the things are adapted to the 
_ persons, and such and such persons need such and such things 
for salvation. So, from tho grace of romission of sins and 
renewal by the Holy Spirit we shall gather that the men for 
whom that is prepared aro sinners. In like manner, if mon 
are sinners, it is concluded that such a grace is necessary for 
thom. 
VIII. 


THE genus of the Divine things which are commu- 
-nicable from predestination, is ‘‘ benediction,’— 


blessing; which the Apostle defines in these terms: 


that it is entire, and not partial; that it is spiritual, 
and not carnal; that it is é& érovpavios, “in heavenly 
things,” and not-natural, but surpassing all nature ; 
that, finally, it is in Christ; that is, Divine in its 
beginning and foundation, so that Christ is the 
eternal Head of the predestinated. 


NOTE. 


Tat phrase, in which Divine things are said to be “com- 
municable from predestination,” does not seem to me to agree 
wilh tho naturo of predestination, Tor predestination doos 
not cause things to be communicable, but actually commu- 
“nicates them. Those things were made communicable by the 
blood and death and resurrection of Christ, by which those 
good things were acquired and obtained of the Father for us. 
And since anything must be communicable before it is actually 
~ communicated, hence it follows that predestination is posterior 
to the death and resurrection of Christ in the foreknowledge 
and fore-ordination of God. What may be concluded herefrom 

I leave to the consideration of the intelligent. 
«That it is spiritual, and not carnal’”]—“ Spiritual” in the 
Scriptures is opposed not only to “ carnal,” but also to 
-  animal;” as may be seen in 1 Cor. i. 14, and 1 Cor. xy. 44, 
45,46: though the “carnal” sometimes also embraces in 

_ itself what is animal. : 

«That it is év érovpavlos, ‘in heavenly things,’ and not 


‘ natural] —Supercelestial things are opposed in Scripture to | 


these worldly and earthly good things, belonging to nature as 
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such ; and on this ground the “heavenly” and the “natural” 
are indirectly opposed. | 

“That, finally, it is in Christ’’]—Christ obtained those bless- 
ings by His death: He received the same from His Father, to 


~ bestow on Tis disciples: beliovors aro prodostinated in Tim 


to participation of the same blessings. | 

“Divine in its beginning and foundation”]—DBlessing is 
Divine in its beginning ; for its beginning is God the Father, 
who blesses: but it is not called Divine in its foundation in the 
game sense. For Christ is the foundation of that blessing, 
not as God, but as OedvOpwros, “‘ God-Man,” the Mediator, . 
Saviour, and Head of the Church. Which consideration of 
Christ is everywhere in the Evangelical Scripture distinguished 
from that wherein Christ is considered as God; as John xvi. 


-- 3, and xiv.1; 1Tim-ii.5, 6; 1 Peteri. 18-21; 2 Cor. v.19, &c. 


« So that Christ is the eternal Head of the predestinated ”’] 
—Whether Christ has been constituted Head to those about 
to be predestinated, or to those already predestinated, is, I 
see, a point in dispute amongst theologians. I suppose that 
in order of nature the decree by which Christ was consti- 
tuted Head of those to be saved precedes that decree by which 
certain wero destined in Christ to participation in salvation. 
For Christ, as our Mediator and Priest with God, merited for 
us those good things which were to be bestowed through pre- 
dostination, and at tho samo timo tho dignity of TTond, and 
the power of bestowing those good things. ‘Then He actually 
received those ‘good things from the Father, and obtained the 
title of Tead, King, Prince. ‘‘ Having been made perfect,” 
or “ consecrated,” He “became the Author of eternal salva- 
tion to all who obey Him.” Lastly, believers were predesti- 
nated in Him to be partakers of those benefits by union with 
Him. For God in Christ loves those whom He has appointed 
to be partakers of eternal life: but this love is the cause of 
predestination: and that, indeed, in Christ born, dead, 
resuscitated, and now constituted Head of the Church. Bata 
some one will say, ‘‘ God so loved the world as to give His Son.” 
T reply, that that love is distinct in degree from that which is the 
cause of predestination, and is precedent to it. . For that love 
whereby He sent His Son certainly willed [to bestow} eternal 
life on no one; nay, could not even will it, as being that which - 
did not then exist; Christ not having as yet merited it for us 
by His death. But you, by putting Christ as the Foundation 

VoL, II. R . 
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and Toad of the predestinated, seem by that very act to 
declare that Christ was given as Head to those who were to be 
 prodostinated in Tim to life. 
IX. 
Mim chief heads of these blessings are two, grace 
and glory; the former acting on man in the present, 
the latter to. be hereafter consummated in him. 


= 

HE persons are creatures, who are to be elevated 
out of nature (which can do nothing supernatural or 
Divine) above nature, and to be transferred to parti- 
cipation in Divine things by the supernatural power 
of God. 

NOTE. 

Hrnn it ig most tlearly apparent that you take the object 
of predestination to be, men considered in their own nature, 
«which can do nothing supernatural or Divine ; 5 that is, as I 
have said, ‘‘considered im pure naturals, without super- 
naturals, and the corruption which afterwards supervenes. 
But this is not an adequate object for the decree. For the 
raising up, which is effected according to predestination, is 
not from nature, but from sin and ignominy. Divine things, 
participation in which las been provided by predestination, 


. 


do not belong to man considered in nature, but considered in 


sin and misery. That supernatural influence 1s that which — 
God’s power and wisdom oxorcise in Christ, when Jews and 


Gentiles are culled to salvation. 'Thorcforo it must ho 
applied to man considered, not in his primeval nature, but m 
gin and miscry. 


xI . : 
Tn form is adoption as sons through Jesus Christ : 
that is, that real relation and ordination by which we 
are blessed by God with the communication of every 
is € ‘yc, in heavenly things, ’’ 
spiritual blessing év rots érovpaviols, in heavenly gs, 
in Christ. 
NOTE. ' “ 
PREDESTINATION ig els viobeciav, ‘to the adoption of sons ; 


therefore adoption is not the form of predestination. For 
“the form gives being to the thing,” and adoption does 


not give being to predestination, but derives its own being 


7 
‘ 
4 


ETT 
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from predestination: and it is per se the first and immediate 
work of Divine predestination, whose consequent is heavenly 
life and inheritance. Nor is the form of predestination that 
rowl rolation and ordination with which wo are blessed: for 
that ordination with which we are blessed is the execution of 
God’s predestination: but the provision of the blessings is 
itself the form of predestination ; for by it predestination has 


its own being. For that preparation is internal and eternal, . 


as is also predestination. Or, if we are to speak still moro 
accurately, the form of predestination is not the preparation 
of benefits itself ;-for that was done by the death of Christ the 
Mediator ; but the provision for the bestowal of those blessings 
upon believers in Christ. We might add, the sure provision, 


by which communication of Christ’s benefits falls with . 


certainty to those for whom that participation has been pro- 
vided. 


« 


XII. 

Tu order of this form consists in the preparation 
or provision: that of persons, indeed, by election, 
calling, and dvaxedadaiwars, “ gathering together in one 
head,” in Christ; but that of things, by the gracious 
beginning, carrying forward, and glorious consum- 
mation of blessings, in perfect conjunction with 
Christ. ; 

NOTE. 

Burt now the order of that preparation, as the form, may 
be declared, in rospoct both of persons and of things. Persons 
are prepared in the mind of God, when election out of the 
world, calling to union with Christ, and dvaxefadaiwors in 
Christ, are destined for them: but things are prepared in this 
order,—that their gracious bestowal is destined to be begun, 
carried forward, and at longth consummated; begun in 
Christ, carried forward in the same, but to be consummated 
by the perfect union of God. For this is the consummation 


of supernatural felicity, that God should be all in all. But if 
you are treating of the mediatorial consummation, I allow. 


that that is made by the perfect conjunction of Christ; but 
this tends to the principal consummation, which is union with 
God, at which we arrive by the perfect union of Christ. For 
Christ will deliver up His kingdom to the Father, ‘ that He 
may be all in all.” (1 Cor. xv, 24, 28.) 
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: XIII. 
_ Tu end is the praise of God’s glorious grace, 
(gratie,) which has, without fee or reward, (gradis,) 
made us acceptable (gratos) to Him in the Son of 
fis love.* A 


answer to my Propositions, you aflirm to mean properly “ non- 
election” or “ preterition.” ; 
4 Sits NERV: ; 
Prwrerrrion is an act of the Divine pleasure, by 
which God from eternity determines to leave some 
_ creatures in their own nature, and not to communicate 
‘to them supernatural grace, by which their upright 
nature may be strengthened, or their corrupt nature 
renewed, in order to the declaration of the freedom of 
His goodness. 


NOTE. 
Tm grace by which God “has made us acceptable to 
Himself in the Son of His love” is a grace belonging only 
to sinners. The praise of that grace is sung ‘‘to God and the 
Lamb, who was dead, and is alive again ;” ‘‘dead” on account 
of our sins, ‘alive again” for our justification. That praise 
" is offered to God by sinners, ‘‘ whom He has redeemed from 
every tribe, nation, and people,” by the blood of His Son. 


NOTE. 

Prurenition is defined only from negation of grace, not of 
glory, though glory is denied tothe same persons. It is, how- 
ever, correct to call it an act of the Divine “pleasure,” not 
“ood-pleasure ;”” because the former is a general name for 
any of God’s statutes and decrees, but “‘good-pleasure” includes 

an inclination and benevolent affection, as has been already 
stated. 

‘To leave in their own nature”) —Hence also it ig apparent 
that from our point of view the object of predestination is men | 
considered in nature. iat 

“Supornatural grace, by which their upright naturomay bo 
strongthoned, or their corrupt nature renowed”|—H theso 
words avo to bo undorslood rospocting (ho Hoparato prodostinte 
tion of mon, then that distinction has not been used correctly. 

Vor tho grace whereby the upright nature is strongthonod, has 
not been denied by the decree of preterition: for it has been 
denied to all men without distinction of elect and reprobate. 
But the denial of the grace by which corrupt nature may be 
renewed, properly belongs to the decree of preterition; and . 
therefore the object of preterition is man corrupt, and needing 
renewing grace. 

“Tn order to the declaration of the freedom of His good- 
ness” |—The freedom of God’s goodness is declared not only 
when God bestows His boon on one, denies it to another; but 
also when He does not bestow except on the condition which 
has seemed fit to Himself: but I allow that in that way also 
the freedom of God’s goodness is declared. Indeed, not merely 

the freedom of God’s goodness, but also His justice, is declared 
by preterition, such as Scripture deseribes jt to us. For it is 
from justice also that God uses preterition, by which He wills 


xiv. 

_ Wuar is the opposite to this predestination cannot 
be expressed in one word, because the ratio of pre- 
destination is one, that of the contraries various. 
For preterition is contrary to the provision of grace: 
reprobation, or the provision of punishment, is con- 
_ trary to the provision of glory. 


NOM. 

Cac aud plory ave provided by prodostination, To this 
provision, 1s a1 affirmative act, is opposed tho negative uct, 
of nob providing graco and glory; and also tho affirmative 
act, of providing those things which are affirmatively contrary to 
grace and glory. But here, only the negative act of preterition 
is opposed to the provision of grace ; and only the affirmative 
act of reprobation or provision of punishment is opposed to 
the provision of glory. Whence I think I may rightly con- 
clude that this treatise is not consistent absolutely in all its 
parts: unless perchance the affirmative act be not one which 
can be opposed to the provision of grace. But there is such 
an act, namely, hardening, blinding, and delivering over to & 
reprobate mind, which cannot be explained fittingly and 
wholly as negative acts. The denial, kowever, of heavenly 
glory is a negative act opposed to the provision of glory. Here 
it is to be noted that the word ‘reprobation ” is made use of 


in the sense of “ provision of punishment,” which, in the 


* In this Thesis there seems to bea play upon the kindred words, gratia, 
gratis, gratos.—W. N. 


yA 


nT. Ry inde bia oF tees 
Meaitienizin co * iyi ih 


neat 10 Re 
: : " ’ i ’ ‘= eel A - = 
init aon bit) iside | le 908 oft ot og a, 

a Sestes wo sail} si sox, 


2 a! P < &y chow 
a= x Gad 
OSA Ale Ly 7 ~ f Snes » 
b a 
os 


Js ae r ‘ By . - “ye Aci vvit z si fee iota 
ul 3 Wena igo te singe : aviin ** 2 sie 
Ben mes <f80 boot — | axon Seatnotes aad wit sendy" eToatin oh fn of be 
© 26 i rT 3a) of jnorys 
Sic ebesl bo wn 2 Bpsrvesnasy Blass ota NEE alneit oa 
Taare ‘t Io Godt san ek Toitertbie 
e” naistyory ot of puniaoe & irs © | 


> Ii 4 . : ¥ “rr s 4 
i j i ul ‘ Vrinitct i. P ~ Pas 
tien | vk CSE OTE OS 10 Oka 
id Pala hh wmtere 
ryt ate OLE OTEE OG it ob g 
_ . t> : hehe Seka i ni 
. S OTiningilis <n eh Sone 


fb weriia ving de 
Lif x} pous y o seis», 
a we? oe tr ‘(iolg bite 


add 6? fisaoeese B 


. mn j “= — ME YD 

x a5 Tee a 
‘ hal it a Bi} 

¢ 2 2 
% mee 
) Era COUT aa me 
esd sa a a 
ay ry Att rest six i dings 
toe ES iia d@ oe 
Se Se Date a 
iu odd 


at oR vridayos eal 
‘{ O80 06 Benne i a at orth 
cs) i oe Dis a te sida Be 


—aeteong te uvielveng Bs 


216 TI WORKS Of JAMS ARMINIUS. [NINSTS 


to dony Ilis graco to somo on account of their sins. And sin 
is the sole meritorious cause of the denial of grace, of which wo 
aro hore treating. Thorofore the end of that preterition has 
not Leon sufliciontly declared. 

XVI. 

Tris pretcrition is without fault: for God gave to 
man perfection of nature,—owes grace to no one: for 
it is grace, therefore not owed. 

NOTE. 

Gop owes grace to no man simply and absolutely, but can 
make Himself a debtor to grace in a twofold mode: by pro- 
‘mise, and by the requirement of an act. By promise, when 
He has promised that He will bestow.it, whether under condi- 
tion or without condition. By the requirement of an act, when 
He requires such an act from_man as is not performable with- 


out His grace; for tlfen Heis bound to its bestowal: otherwise 


He ‘“‘reaps where He has not sown.” - 
XVII. 

TE preparation (or provision) of punishment is an 
act of the Divine pleasure, by which God has from 
eternity determined, for the declaration of His justice, 
to punish those creatures who were not about to 
persist in their original state, but to fall away from 

God, the Author of their origin, by their own deed 
and wickedness. 

NOTE. 

You term the affirmative act opposed to predestination, ‘‘the 

provision of punishment :”” but it is opposed to the provision 

of glory affirmatively. What act is opposed affirmatively to 

the communication of grace, has not been here declared. I 

think it should be called hardening and blinding, and should 


’ be discussed here also. cay 
«To punish those creatures who were not about to persist 


in their original state”) __This decree was not made by God 


except after a sure prevision of future sin; lest any one should’ 


think that sin is necessarily deduced from that decree, as 
certain of our Doctors hold. Artie ; 

« About to fall away by their own deed and wickedness ”'] — 
Tt has to be explained how that man can fall away from God 


by his own deed, who has already been passed over by God in ° 


the communication of that grace which is necessary to avoid 
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falling away from God. And sincoall tho passed by wero also 
foredamned, I should wish it to bo pointed out, in what way 
preterition and predamnation necessarily cohere with cach 
other, if pretcrition havo been made without consideration of 
sin, but predamnation only on account of sin. 
The declaration of God’s justice has place in preterition 


- algo, as has been before stated. 


XVIII. 

THEREFORE in those who are predestinated God does 
all according to the good pleasure of His predestina- 
tion: towards those who are not predestinated He 
makes use of preterition according to the pleasure of 
His will, and prepares punishment for the creatures 


who are about to sin against His order, and who must . 


be reprobated on account of their sins, from the neces- 
sity of His justice. 
NOTE. 

By predestination God takes care of the salvation of the 
predestinated : so, however, that many acts of His providence 
concur to the same effect, which acts God so administers that 
salvation certainly results therefrom, which is [the business] 
of prodostination. God also makes uso of many acts of Mis 
providence towards those who havo not been predestinated, 
yufliciont indood for salvation, yob not officnclous, boouuso that 
belongs to predestination. It is not, then, absurd, nor beside 
tho point, to noto in this placo the difforonco between provi- 
denco and predestination. 

“‘ Who must be reprobated on account of their sins ’’?] —Here 
also you have used the word “ reprobation” for the prepara- 
tion, or provision, of punishment. . 

. pases! 

Bur if reprobation is laid down as the opposite to 
predestination, (as is done,) it is said figuratively and 
by way of synecdoche: wherefore either that word 
must not be made use of, because improper, dangerous, 
and conjoined with offensiveness, or it must be dis- 
tinctly explained, as the pious and learned do. 

NOTE. | 

In your answer to my Second Proposition, you speak thus : 

‘*Reprobation’ is used in three modes,—one common, and 
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sense in which it is used.in the Scriptures. 


you speak of as the figurative. 
the use of that word, because itis employed in the Scriptures : 
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two particular. 


The third also is special, when ‘reprobation’ is used. in the 
sense of damnation. The first mode is synecdochical, the 
second proper, the third metonymical ; T add that it may also 
be called catachrestical.” Where you call that the proper sig- 
nification of reprobation, which in the Theses and elsewhere 
But we must not abstain from 


yet of this we must take care, that it be understood by us in the 


56.2 

Tin handing down, however, of this dogma, is very 
necessary, if it be treated fitly, soberly, and reverently ; 
that is, if it be delivered neither other, nor otherwise, 
nor to any other end, than Ifoly Scripture teaches, 
whether in explaining or applying; the advice of St. 
Paul being attended to: “ Not to think more highly 
than” we “ought to think; but to think soberly.” 
(Rom. xii. 3.] 

NOT. 

Wuarrver is taught and inculeated in the Holy Scriptures, 
must bo cstimated as useful and necessary to salvation, though 
the degrees of the necessity may be various. But the dogma 
of predestination and its opposite, reprobation, is taught and 
inculcated in the Scriptures : wherefore it algo is necessary. 
But we must see what predestination, and of what sort, it is 
that is treated as necessary in the Scriptures, and which is 
called the foundation of our salvation. Your admonition, 
however, is perfectly right and necessary, when you enjoim 
that the dogma of predestination be described purely and 
merely from the Scriptures,—that it be taught not other, nor 


otherwise, nor to any other end, than Holy Scripture teaches. 7 
‘ But in the practical carrying out of this advice there 1s some 


difficulty ; for every one wishes to seem to utter his sentiments 
in accordance with Scripture. To me it is certain that in this 
description of yours you have not always kept Scripture in 
view, but stray away in other directions ; a point which is 
treated at greater length in our ‘ Conference.” 


In the common, it ombraces both proterition » 
‘and damnation. Tho sccond modo is particular, when it is 
‘opposed to election, and signifies non-cloction or pretorition. 


DR. JAMS ARMINIUS’S 


MODEST EXAMINATION OF A PAMPHLET, 


WHICH THAT VERY LEARNED DIVINE, 


DR. WIL LIAM PERKINS, 


PUBLISHED SOME YEARS AGO, 


ON THE MODE AND ORDER OF 
PREDESTINATION, 


AND 


ON THE AMPLITUDE OF DIVINE GRACK. 


TO WHICH IS ADDED, FOR CONVENIENCE OF ANGUMENT, 


‘AN ANALYSIS OF THE NINTH CHAPTER 
TO THE ROMANS, — 


DRAWN UP BY THE SAME DR. ARMINIUS 
‘MANY YEARS BEFORE, 
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VWXAMINATION OF 


DR. PERKINS’S PAMPHLET ON 
PREDESTINATION, 


TRANSLATOR’S INTRODUCTION. 


Tus ‘‘ Examination,” as will be seen by the Dedicatory Epistle, 
was completed by Arminius just at the time of Perkins’s death, 
which took place in 1602; he, like Junius and Arminius himself, 
being allotted but a brief torm of life on earth, though porforming 
a large amount of work. His worth is recorded by many authors,— 
specially by Fuller (in his “ Abe Redevivus”’) and Samuel Clark (in 
his “ Marrow of Ecclesiastical History” ).* 

Perkins’s Calvinism was of an austere type, but probably, though 
very severe with his doctrinal pen, he, like some popular divines 
in our own day, found it of little use to carry predestination into the 
pulpit. Indeed, Clark assures us that though, in his earlier years, 
he was ‘able to make his hearers’ hearts fall down, and their hairs 
almost to stand upright, in his old age""—(he died in his forty-fourth , 
year !)—he was more mild, often professing that to preach mercy. 
was the proper office of the Ministers of the Gospel.” Yes, but he 
must, in his heart of hearts, have quietly dropped a good deal of his 
rigid reprobationary notions before ho could with a good conscionco 
‘preach mercy” to aut. We cannot suppose that the able ‘ xami- 
nation” which hore follows had any effect on the good man's creed, 
—simply because he died just while our author was putting the last 
touch to his ms., with the intention of sending his remarks to the 
learned Englishman. But we may safely affirm that it would have 
shown him thata disbelief in the dogmas of Calvin is quite compatible 
with thorough faith and intelligent study of the Holy Scriptures. 

I have prefixed a translation of the “ Dedicatory Epistle,” because, 
though lengthy and burdened with several complicated sentences, it 
has great historical interest, and contains some personal informa- 
tion about Arminius. ' 

Perkins’s Treatise was originally issued in Latin, Where Ihave 
thought it necessary to give his words in a note, in order to make 
Arminius’s comment on them intelligible, I have usually quoted from 
. the old English version contained in the folio edition of his Works, 
(London, 1631,) with a few slight alterations, where required. 


* One touch of Fuller’s hand in his sketch of Perkins is highly characteristic’ 
« A wife and many children he left behind him: she married successively two 
other husbands, but no more Ar. Peykinses. ?—W. N. 
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DEDICATORY NPISELE. 


TO TIHOSH VERY GREAT MEN, MOST WISE LORDS, THE LORD PRUTOR, THE 
CONSULS, TIT SILERIFDS, THM BYNDIC, TIL SLCRETARILS, AND ‘THN 
WHOLE SENATE OF THE RENOWNED REPUBLIC OF ROTTERDAM, 


Mosr vonovuraneu Sis, most saan Lorps,—lv has beon 
wisely said of old by Plato and the Stoics, as Tully relates, 
that we were not born only for ourselves, but that our country 
claims a part of our birth, and our parents and friends a part: 
and that whatever ercatures are brought forth upon carth are 
all ereated for the use of men; but that men have been gene- 
rated for the sake of men, that they might be of service to one ano- 
ther. And as every one who could ever boast that he himself 
sprang from man ought always to devote earnest thought to 
this, yet so much tho moro studiously has every ono recalled 
it to mind, by how much they have found themselves born 
under a better star, or have trimmed up with greater applica- 
tion that light of the soul which we call right reason, by assi- 
duous meditation, as behoved them. It would be a work of 
great acumen and labour, to express in words, in what things 
wenerally any one can be of sorvico to mankind: and that on 
nceount of tho infinity of those things which may proceed from 
yun for tho use of mun, and the diversity of oudowimonts, wills 
which wo aro born fitted to serve one another ;—a task, there- 
fore, which any of us might more readily vitompt than porform. 
But to recount in one list all those who, in whatever things 
they could benefit the human race, in those very things have 
been of the highest advantage to it,—that indeed is impossible 
and incapable of execution; as well on other accounts as chiefly 
because many things done in a most excellent manner by 
many persons, which were of the greatest use to the society 
of men, often lie hid in obscurity, and are scarcely ever trans- 
mitted to posterity, with the exception of those which, having 
been done by men who were already celebrated, were brought 
the more into notice on that very account. And, truly, those 
deeds which are waged in arms are more accustomed to meet 
the eyes, and generally accompany the names of princes and 
great heroes: but those things which are accomplished by the 
many in the toga are none the less worthy also to gain honour- 
able fame with future posterity. To mo, indecd, those heroes 
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seem most nearly to be approached by those who have been 
illustrious in literature, and who have cither themselves founded 
scioncos and arts, or have adorned them in a striking manner, 
to tho grout good of the Republic. Amongst those, dkey boom 
to attain to the highest eminence who have devoted faithful and 
diligent labour to God and their Prince, or to the right promo- 
tion and cultivation of true religion, or have served eminently 
abovo others and most usefully in properly constituting and 
bounding the civil polity. Worthy, therefore, are these—after 
princely mon, those who have doserved more excellently of the 
Republic, and who on that account are not to be insorted in 
this list, but to be dowered with more eminent honour—to 
attain a certain remembrance of their names among posterity, 
although that may be not at all in proportion to: their rightful 
renown. 

‘Yet with regard to those princely men among us, to whom 
our country owes most, whether they have been snatched away 
by the common lot of mortals, or still are doing glorious deeds 
among men,—to say much about these neither becomes our 
years, nor is within our powers; besides that, without us, 
their lustre and splendour sufficiently dazzle the eyes of all of . 
us. Moreover, neither time nor other things allow us now to 
follow up with the praises due to their merits the men who are 
illustrious by the renown of their learning and orudition ; and, 
ninong those, those ospovinlly who havo admirably prosided 
over the Republic in polity, whether gacred or civil, and have 
achiovod a glorious work: and theso also do not lack their own 
duo praise without our aid, | 

Howover, with regard to our saying a few words about our 
deceased father’s pious affection towards religion and his coun- 
try,—our father, who, if we may borrow and adapt the language 
of Sophocles in Ajax,— : 

‘Huty mucpds rébvnkev }} moAAois YAUKUS, 

Aitg 88 reprvds, Gv yap pion TUXE 

'Eerjoad abtG, Sdvarov, Svmep HOcdev.* 
—For us, I say, to discourse a little and briefly about his pious 
and sincere affection for religion and his country, as the oppor- 
tunity now presents itself, without prejudice to any one,—piety 

* Ajaz, lines 966-8, adapted. I give Dr. T. Francklin’s translation, with cor- 
responding adaptation :— 

“But far more bitter was his death to us 


Than sweet to them. To him it was most welcome : 
Death was his only wish,—and he obtain’d it.’—W. N. 
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itself scems to impose it on us, and that very close and tight 
_ chain of duty with which we are bound to our parent; and dege- 
_ nerate should we be, if we were wanting herein either to ourselves 
or to him. But all things will tend in this direction, in order 
that inthis way and method we may a little appease tho judg- 
ments of not a few men, which to our great grief have been 
alienated from him in no small measure by the sinister jcers of 
certain persons, and may in some degree regain their esteem 
for us. May God, the supremely Good and Great, whom our 
~ father served in the integrity of his soul, and according to his 
conscicnice, as long as he lived, grant unto us that from henco- 
forth kinder and more courteous treatment may fall to our lot! 

Search after and investigation of the truth is especially a 
distinguishing property of mankind: but the perception and 
comprehension of truth is what is commonly called Wisdom. 
This is perceived to. be twofold, in accordance with the nature 
of truth, and affects any one more or less by_reason of this 
diversity of its nature: for either it deals with those things 
which appertain to this life, and which are mundane and 
earthly ; or it deals with those things which belong to the 
life to come, whence it is called ‘“‘spiritual.” To those, indeed, 
who are wise according to this world, [the latter kind of Wis- 
dom] seems mero folly on that account, although for that vory 
vouson it is percoived to be more excellent, because it is not of 
thin world. ho formor ind is lownb principally from this 
universe, and the things therein contained, and thence gene- 
rally torminates in those vory things: but tho latter kind is 
from above, from God, ‘the Father of Lights ;” is revealed in 
Christ, the only Word, and in His Spirit; and elevates us to 
the most sublime heights, far above this world, securing for 
us the path to immortal life. The former wisdom feeds its 
devotees only with empty shadow, and never satisfies them : 
‘ but the latter, in the long run, renders its disciples truly happy, 
and thoroughly satiates them with the immortal life which it 
imparts; so that it isnot at all wonderful that there are found 
those who, from the time when that Wisdom has graciously 
become known to them by that Word which we call the Sacred 
Scriptures, have glowed with an incredible desire of obtaining 
it; And, indced, our father also, by virtue of his inborn saga- 
city, was eagerly affected with the same desire by which all 
men universally, who are “lovers of truth” and “lovers of 


~ learning,” are borne along from a certain inclination implanted | 
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in their souls. But he bent himself to the investigation of that 
heavenly Wisdom which offers itself to our understanding in 
the Word, from the time when it had implanted in him a long- 
ing and love for itself, with such an incredible impetus of mind 
ag many thought impossible to fall to the lot of any man in a 
greator degree, so long as he was encumbered wilh this flesh. 
The qualities which lead us to the comprehension of this 
Wisdom, according to the teaching of Him from whom we 
derive it, are about as follows:—1. Docility and desire of 
learning, which true salvation, revealed in the Word, cannot 
but ingenerate in the highest degreo; which, as, when 
obtained, it is the reward of our religion, so, when longed for, 
cannot but allure us efficaciously to the pursuit of itself. 
9. A humble and lowly mind, which trembles at the word of 
Tim who bestows this Wisdom from above, submits itself 
obediently to the mastership of the Spirit, and renounces all 
its own wisdom and desires. 8. Fear and reverence towards 
God; which is, indeed, the produce and offspring of this 
Wisdom, but is also itself the beginning of all Wisdom. 
4, Serious, ardent, and daily prayers, which suppliantly sue 
for the enlightenment of the intellect or mind, and the 
bogetting of spiritual affections through the Word, by Him | 
who isthe Author of that Word. 5, Fastings, which subjugate 
tho flesh to the spirit for ity worl, and carry it off Into the 
worvioo of Christ. 6. Finally, constant meditation and road- 
ing of that Word, which conveys to us that Wisdom, with 
youlous dosire for God’s glory and our salvation. All who 
steadily keep to this path, under the persuasion that they will 
acquire a knowledge of the mysteries of God, just so much the 
more ample, in proportion to the advance they have made 
towards piety from that knowledge which they have already 
received, (for they who make an ill use of what they have, 
render themselves unworthy of an increase of lnowledge,) 
most certainly attain thereto. For these sayings must be as 
true as God Himself is true :—That He reveals His secrets to 
them who fear Him; that He teaches the meck His ways; 
and that God is nigh unto them who are of a contrite heart: 
that those who earnestly seek will find that Wisdom ; that, if 


‘ any of us lack wisdom, and ask it of God, who giveth to all 


liberally, it shall be given us: but yet that only he who is a 
worshipper of God, and who does His will, shall be heard in 
all which he seeks in accordance with His will. 
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Sinco our paront, of blossod momory, had found out all theso , 


things from that same Word by his own most intimate 
oxporionco, noxt aflor that caro of pioty which was always 
amongst his chief pursuits,—every prejudice of human 


authority being disregarded, and all carnal wisdom being . 


renounced,—he constantly occupied his whole self in medita- 
tion on the Scriptures, and in assiduous reading of them, and 
was therein employed by night and by day: and scarecly ovor 
did he read anything else besides the Scriptures; holding 
that ho had lost all thoso hours which ho had not spent upon 
them; and never omitting to commend to God in prayer this 
study of his. Tastings, too, he not rarcly mado uso of, in 
order to stir himself up, and to prepare him for the com- 
prehension of that Wisdom, and to beseech God the more 
readily. In fine, he neglected none of those means which 
were judged likely in any way to conduce to the successful 
and becoming investigation of the thoughts of the Spirit. 
Since he persevered in this study for a very long time, with as 
powerful a genius as any one ever made use of, no one ought 
to wonder if he penetrated deeply into the meaning of the 
Scriptures, and if, even after so many others, he also himself 
made some considerable observations. Yet it often excited 
wondor that ho should always pay such little deference to.his 
own judgment, though most thoroughly disciplined, but very 
much lo bho judgments of olliors; mand dhowld bo wo diltident 
of himself as that, evon though he had with tho utmost 
resourch gainod any percoption, yot, if tho wuthority of any 
great man should stand in favour of an opposite result, he 
would persuade himself that he himself laboured under a 
mistake, rather than any one else. By this scrupulosity, and 
being besides very desirous of peace, he was prevented from 
any readiness to flatter himself, and kept himself most per- 
sistently from soliciting the suffrages of others to his own 
opinions. He had, indeed, constantly set his mind,—and 
that in order to prevent all unnecessary gtrifes,—to do brave 
battle for no opinion except that which he had drawn forth 
from the most thoroughly understood and express Word, and 
the truth and necessity of which he could demonstrate with 
equal perspicuity. | 

But, just as he congratulated us, among other things, that 


we had gloriously emerged from thick darkness, and from Papal | 


idolatry exceeding that of Heathendom, by the light of the 
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Gospel ; 60 in the Evangelical Churches he specially and 


- constantly deplored two things. ‘lhe one was, that while we 


wore searching dcoply into tho most secrot parts of religion, 
yet no allowance was made for a moderate freedom of opinions, 


_—leaving out of question the dogmas necessary to be known, 


believed, practised, and hoped, in order to salvation,—even 
when the matter of salvation was not under discussion, but 
some subtile, thorny, too abstruse, and unnecessary question ; 


" to such a point that, without trenching on the crime of foul 


heresy, onc man is scarcoly allowed to dissent from anothor ; 
nay, scarcely even is it lawful to be ignorant of wnything which 
anothor man may make a supercilious brag of having discerned. 
Wherefrom he saw that it would result, that after the most 
fine-spun and rigid determinations of the Universities by way 
of ordinance in nearly every branch of knowledge,—if, as is 
customary, those decisions should be forced upon the Churches, 
and should be pressed too sharply upon them,—cither the 
Churches would thereby be afterwards broken up in a murvel- 
lous manner, or cruel rendings of consciences would be intro- 
duced; the interpretation of the Scriptures being in this way ~ 


‘bound and tied down to the whims of men, as if to the doctrine 


of Mother Chureh; although our assiduous pains, and those — 
of our adversarios, are discovered on both sides to render us in 
lapse of timo more wide awake hero and thore in many things, 
wid though wo muol has boon noribblod, and Hommel labour 
has been spent by us hitherto, for tho purpose of dragging 
tho mask from off tho Papal Churchos.* 

The other thing which he lamented in our Reformed 
Churches was this, that in their doctrine about predestination 
not a few things would be craftily inculcated and urged by 
many Doctors and Pastors, which would be in direct opposi- 
tion to the propagation of religion, would diverge greatly from 
the true sense of Scripture, and would supply most fruitful 
arguments for engendering either security or real despair; and 
so would in this way seem to have been introduced rather for 
the total extirpation of religion, as if that were the result care- 
fully planned for. For {he believed] that this would be the 


tendency and the result of these dogmas which are now ob- 


truded, as to be received almost for undoubted truth, and for 


* In the original this is the termination of a wofully spun-out sentence ; in the 
intricacies of which the ingenious but long-winded youths seem almost to have 
lost themselves.—W. N, 
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tho doctrine of tho holy Church :—That God, by a most abso- 
lute and immutable dcerce, reaching backward from all etor- 
nity, by virtue of His own pure good-pleasure, predestinated 
to lifo cortain individual men, and those very few in propor- 
tion to the rest, without regard to any one’s obedicnee or 
belief in ‘Christ ; the remaining, and by far the greatest, por- 
tion of mankind haying been predestinated, by a similar 
decree, to eternal and unescapable misery, without regard to 
the disobedience or unbelief of any individual :—That hence 
Jesus Christ did not die for all men, in order to obtain for them 
reconciliation with God; but solely for these alone whom God 
may have before separated to life by an absolute decree of that 
kind :—That God draws to Himself these only, and no others, 
and that with a certain irresistible force, which they plainly 
cannot in any mode resist or be disobedient :-—That all in 
general are indeed called to Christ by the word of reconciliation, 
but that the reprobate, by not coming,—although they could not 
come on account of the help of sufficient and necessary grace 
being denied to them by force of that preceding decree,—by 
this very thing nevertheless seal and aggravate the more fully 
their own damnation :—That these elect, endowed with faith 
and conversion, cannot fall away, either totally or finally, from 
thoir faith, or withdraw from Ghrist ; but, whatever of sin they 
may commit, even the most atrocious, it is all a matter of 
infirmity and woukness :—'hat, hence, overy ono of us brings 
with him at his birth into the light of this world his own inevi- 
table assignment of eternal life and death, and so is born to 
this very thing; and that this diversity conduces im some mode 
to the perfection of the universe -—And that this is true to such 
an extent that, as regards even the infants, nay, the twins, 
of covenanted persons, initiated into the covenant by the 
sacrament of baptism, it yet may happen that, in the case 
of any of these dying in their infancy, (even though good 
hopes may be entertained respecting them,) nevertheless, 
when judgment has to be made respecting them according 
to truth, some may migrate from hence to life, others to 
death, just as it may have seemed fit to God to appoint 
to this or to that lot from eternity. From these notions, 
stated in this fashion, the most dangerous opinions are 
easily imbibed, preparing ‘the way either to security or to 
despair. 
When our father recalled to mind all these things, often 
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with great solicitude, being very anxious lest the doctrines 
which unhappily were now being instilled into the minds of 
many, and were being’ greedily imbibed, should bar multitudes 
from all care of religion, and keep not a few from the embrace 
of our Churches, besides snatching away several within the 
Church, lulled with a certain blind notion of predestination 
into a confidence not according to the Spirit ;—very anxious 

we say, though he was, how matters of this sort, not a fay. 
could ‘be set to rights without noise and disturbances _ 
without damage to those whose estimation it was important 
should not be shaken ; on consideration of these things, he was 
inclined to this line of proceeding :—although those things 


_ were accurately weighed and judged in his own mind, yet he 


determined to keep his opinions to himself as yet, for however 
long a time. He did not, forsooth, think it right to be hasty 
although he employed such diligence as was meet; but ae 
a fair time for weighing his own ideas ; being mindful of what 
Dion enunciates, that principles once laid down must not be 
readily changed, and that often in his state even the worse 
measures Were more advantageous to thecommonwealth than 
those which, although the better, were introduced by way of 
alteration. But meanwhile, when supreme utility was twitch- 
ing his ear on this side, and extreme and unayoidable attach- 
mont to truth was pulling it on the other side, and both were ad- 
monishing him as to his duty; boing resolved only to wait for 
® more opportune time, he held to the persuasion that mean- 
while he could not act more correctly, and more for his own 
and tho public advantage, than if he should recall higold cogi- 
tations, and put them anew on the anvil again and again ie 
times,—test well the solidity and strength of his opinions on 
Ae ground and in all ways, and omit none of all those 
psa Wise men judge necessary to be done in a case of 
Esteeming it of the greatest importance to this end to con- 
fer about his own opinion, for the sake of greater certainty on 
all sides, with certain men of the highest authority and learn- 
ing, privately vid voce, or even in writing by means of letters 
he determined s0 to do; having no doubt that if he proved 
his opinion to the satisfaction of these men, he would have no 
difficulty in proving it to others, who would, nearly all of them 
depend on them, and who were likely to appeal to them at ae 
time or other. Whatever might be the result, he foresaw that 
$3 2 
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at all events ho should obtain this advantage, that he should 
_ with the less difficulty carry with him the suffrages of the many, 
if it were perceived that he never thrust upon the market, as 
tho saying is, anything erudo ; that ho dreaded no man’s judg- 
ment or examination, attempted nothing in an underhand way 
~ beneath the shicld of inexperience, and in no respect indulged 
in self-(lattery ; but freely and willingly appealed to the tribu- 
nal of all the most learned, in order to change his views on 
whatever points he found himself in error, just as if he fell 
" thereinto very easily. If, after having made a thorough investi- 
gation, he was confirmed more and more in the truth of his own 
_ opinion,—which was nearly always the result of each confer- 
~ ence,—then at length he said that he wished to consider how, 
all things might lawfully be referred, under the guardianship 
of public authority, to the yenerable judgment of the Theologi- 
cal Senate, and, when they liad been weighed and approved,— 
a plan which we wish had sueceeded,—then they might receive 
correct and regular sanction from the decision of our supreme 
Magistracy, after the fullest acquaintance with the case, as if 
to acquire the force of lu. 

This was the reason why he not only privately invited certain 
leading Ministers in this country to a private conference about 
his opinion, and moroover studiously collated his idcas with 
that most learned theologian, Dr. Francis Junius, a most devo- 
- ted-lover of peace, whose modesty he had ofton oxpericnecd, 
and whom he had often gained as an adherent in many things, 
so that in after years he wished with incredible affection that a 
longer term of life might have been allotted to him: but he also 
betook himself by letters to the divines of foreign Universities, 
and amongst them to that reverend man, of rare learning, Dr. 
Perkins, formerly the most celebrated theologian in the genial 
University of Cambridge, as being one who, of all the divines 
of our day, was observed, following last on the track of others, 
to have sifted most diligently the much and long controverted 
doctrine of predestination. And this present treatise was about 
to serve to this very end ; which also he would have sent to the 
most learned Dr. Perkins, only that, nearly at the very moment 
when he was just about to put his last touch to it, the Doctor 
was announced to have departed this life, and changed it for 
gnother and better life. From that time forward our father 
kept to himself and his own friends. 

Afterwards, however, at the command of the fathers of our 


rp. | EXAMINATION OF PERKINS’S PAMPHLET. 261 


country, he expounded most copiously the whole of his opinion 
respecting predestination in a very crowded assembly of our 
* most illustrious Lords the States,* and confuted the doctrine 
commonly received amongst certain Doctors, its absurdity 
being demonstrated by twenty most choice arguments, ranged 
as it were in order of battle. But, though it would have been 
fitting for these matters to be discussed and agitated amongst 
theologians before the most illustrious Lords the States alone, 
yet we can scarcely say by what calamity it befell, that, just as 
a flame blown up by a fan spreads itself abroad on every side, . 
even so the whole mass of this controversy diffused itself as 
widely as possible among all the subjects of our fatherland, 
beyond the expectation of the Lords the States. And when, 
not long after, our most beloved parent also, to our intense 
grief and that of most good men, took his departure to the hea- 
venly company in the most gentle manner, we found this trea- 
tise which we now present to your Highnesses,—together with 
the ‘Analysis of the Ninth Chapter of the Epistle to the 
Romans,” added thereto for the convenience of the argument, - 
(which we wish he had been able to round off yot moro com- 
pletely, —amongst his papers and memoranda. This we should 
even now havo suppressed for some time longer, if friends had 
not decided that such a placid examination would at this time 
have the greatest weight towards the more exact exposition of 
all that mattor alroady most familiar to us ;—that is, for tho 
exposition of the doctrine of predestination, which at the pre- 
sent day there is no one, not even a proletarian from amid the 
crowd, who does not canyass; nay, in which they place the 
very stem and stern of nearly all religion ; (which circumstance 
also impelled us some little time ago to see about the sending 
forth to the public of that Declaration, in which our parent 
had unfolded the whole of his opinion respecting predestina- 
tion in the presence of the illustrious Lords the States ;) so that 
thenceforward we should have scrupled to refuse their request, 
or to enviously keep back this production from the public. 
Moreover, if we had been willing to set a higher value on our 
‘father’s renown than on the public advantage, we shouid for 
this reason still longer have kept to ourselves this work, as 
being imperfect on account of Dr. Perkins’s death, For, in 
* The reference scems to be to the “ Declaration” which Arminius delivered 


at the Hague, on October 30th, 1608; and which will be found in vol. i., p. 516, 
et seg.—W. N. ’ 
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truth, it is not of such a character as to correspond adequately 
with the genius and acumen of its author: nevertheless, we 
“were willing rather to peril some little amount of the fame of 
our piously departed parent, than to seem to ‘have made no 
account of a grateful (as wo hope) posterity, even though 
somewhat at our own expense. We think much less of tho 
possibility of any one being offended by the publication of this 
treatise: for nothing is herein said invidiously against any 
man; matter is compared with matter, case with case, argu- 
~ ments with arguments, gently and fraternally. When learned 
men are compelled to do without this friendly discussion with 
~ each other, what will there be in which we shall ever make 
progress? and, in truth, what will there be in which we shall 
not rather make retrogression step by step? But, after 
courteous discussions of this kind, if, where it shall not be 
granted to agree in all points, it shall never be lawful for one 
to dissent from another without breaking religious peace, into 
what rendings and butcheries of consciences shall we not fall? 
whilst we, day by day, recoil farther from the simplicity of the 
Scripture; some amongst our own even now contending as 
follows, although they do not suppose that unity should be 
broken off on that account :—That God in predestinating was 
not at all engaged about sinnors :—That the Persons in God 


are only modes of existence, or tpdrrot vrapgews :—That the . 


- essence in this Holy ‘I'rinity of Persons, when the most correct 
form of speech is to be made use of, must be defined as ‘‘com- 
mon,” but that it is improperly said to be “ communicated :” 
—That in the satisfaction wherewith Christ satisfied His 
Father, His active righteousness did not enter into considera- 
tion, but only His passive :—Likewise, that penitence, or 
repentance, does not precede the remission of sins, but always 
follows it ;—and other similar things. If itis necessary for us 
to break away from each other on such accounts, into how 
many sects shall we be divided? nay, how often shall we not 
hold it necessary to run across from one sect into another ? 

But if it is right for learned men that something should be 
‘here conceded to them, because universal and uniform agree- 
ment on all points cannot be obtained, at least let inquiry 
sometimes be made,—in order to diminish strifes, and to prevent 
other disputes which might easily arise, rather than [interfere } 
‘afterwards,—to what point this most equal liberty ought to 
advance, and where at length it ought to stop, lest we should 
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be rent asunder by one another, where there is least occasion for 
it: but indeed, lest at length we promiscuously call in question 
whatever we please, we may suppose that within the precincts 
of the University there ought to be some amount of restraint. 
We should, however, remember beforo all things, that there is 
something which we'may piously be willing to be ignorant of, 
until that time when, being freed from all our gross ignorance, 
we shall see God as He is. 
Meanwhile, T beg, let us ‘‘ follow peace,” being ‘‘ of the same 
mind one toward another;’’ ‘‘not minding high things, but 
condescending to the lowly;” ‘‘not being wise in our own 
conccits.” The kingdom of God does not consist in subtile 
altercation ; and the truth which we possess is easily either 
‘lost or obscured by debating. Simplicity of doctrine 
demolishes many of those objections which are daily presented, 
and which subtilty of doctrine does not demolish. By God’s 
grace we have many things fixed as certain and agreed: let us 
convert these into blood and sap, lest by our ingratitude we 


provoke God against us, by prematurely seeking after some- 


thing approaching to omniscience. Let us dwell especially 
upon obedience to Christ’s demands; attend most rigidly to 
our own life; lay aside our enmities and hatreds; and we 
shall become less disputatious. Let us study not so much to 
obstinately propagate non-necessary opinions, and to persyade 
one another of them, as to render obedience to Jesus Christ 
according to faith. For, how great is the number of duller 
and more simple men who cannot even once penetrate to a 
perception of these little questions of ours; and yet who, in 
order that they may be saved, ought not to be ignorant of any 
of those things which are precisely necessary to salvation ! 


Let us inculcate these things principally one upon another. 


It is, however, our wish that, in predestination, that opinion 
should obtain which is chiefly adapted to promote amongst 
all men piety towards God; which least fosters carnal security, 
yet is most potent for the removal of despair,—two most 
noxious pests in religion, though the former—grievous to say! 
—is the more familiar amongst us, and is on that account to 
be beaten back the more vigorously by every endeavour. 

But what, amongst other motives, has especially induced us 
to inscribe these treatises to your Highnesses is, that our 
parent, of pious memory, after Oudewater was occupied by the 
Spaniards in a bloody invasion, and was blotted out by a 
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dreadful massacre, settled down in your city first of all,— 
being then a lad of not more than fourteen years,—and adopted 


it as an asylum; and s0, by his abode thero at tho house of 


his fellow-citizen for atime, became in some measure a fellow- 
citizen of yours. And as it was from your city that the great 
Erasmus formerly went forth, so from the very same place 
our father migrated to the University of Leyden, fitly es- 
tablished just about that time; where subsequently, after a 
ministry of fifteen years in the Church of Amsterdam, being 


yecalled as Doctor of Sacred Theology, he so taught the same 


as you have judged it to be in the highest degree for the interest 
of the Church and the public advantage of all men that it 


should be taught. In addition to this, from the beginning of 
- evangelical light shining in this our orb, when the yoke of the 


cruel Papacy had been gloriously shaken off, you have shown 
yourselves the strenuous and constant patrons and protectors 
of the Reformed Religion, and do so to this day; whilst you 
keep steadily in this path, that, provided those things which 
concern the very citadel of the Christian religion, of piety, and 
of the Reformation, and are fundamentals therein, are left out 
of range of dispute, you will magnanimously uphold a moderate 
liberty of utterance in other things, especially those whiel: are 
moro abstruso and not yet sufficiently explained, much less 
defined by common consent; (against which liberty the 


 procipilnte veal wand violont tompor of corlain Meclosinstios 


allow themsclves latitude enough ;) devoting especial pains to 
this object, tal the people intrusted to you may nob be split 
into factions and parties, and, notwithstanding diversity of 
sentiment in some things,—the foundation always remaining 
gafe,—may nevertheless maintain intercourse with each other, 


and may cultivate mutual peace and concord among them- 


selves: but that Pastors may freely teach, both in public and 
private, with regard to the same class of subjects, what each 
of them may account to be most in accordance with God’s 
word, and most efficacious for the promotion of piety ; only 
with: the addition of this caution, that it be done without 
bitterness, that each conduct himself peaceably towards his 
colleagues, and that no one, whether directly or indirectly, 
excite the populace either by factious discourses or tribunitial 
orations, but that they shall carefully refer all things to 
edification and the promotion of piety. 

We feel sure confidence that your ordinance—although at 
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present it may be derided and traduced in unworthy fashion 
by many, who are either not sufficiently skilled in the equity 
and justice of tho matter, or are carried away to a contrary 
position by party zeal; yet hereafter, when this fervour of 
minds shall have settled down again, and, the clouds of pre- 
judices being dispersed, what is right shall be clearly dis- 
cerned—will, by God’s grace, be signally commended by 
posterity, and extolled with high praises. That this very thing 
was always the mind and opinion of our father; that he 
besought it from a gracious God by constant prayers, groan- 
ing, fastings, and tears; and that he directed all his labours 

studies, and vigils solely to this end,—is known to all whe 
were familiar with him, and this very treatise, aiming as it 
does at the same mark, will bear adequate witness to the fact. 

Receive, then, most noble men, with gracious minds and 
favourable inclination this posthumous offspring of your 
former co-citizen, dedicated and consecrated to your High- 
nesses by us, your orphan wards, with obedient reverence, 
Accept a little book containing a gentle conference about Divine 
predestination, and those things which necessarily depend 
thereon; in which that opinion is defended which our parent 
held to be both in accordance with the Scriptures, and most 
specially adapted for promoting piety towards God. If we 
shall learn that his argument, and this dedication, are agreeable 
to you, our wurdont wish will bo abundantly sitistiod. As for 
the rest,— 

Most noble mon, honourable Lords, wo suppliantly bog the 
Lord Jesus Christ, the King of Kings, to be constantly present 
with you, with the Spirit of counsel, prudence, and fortitude, 
and to bestow on you and on your whole Republic His most 
bounteous blessing from the heavens. Amn. 


Your Highnesses’ most devoted, 


Tur Nivz Orpuan Cuarmpren or Dr. 
JAMES ARMINIUS OF OUDEWATER. 
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EXAMINATION 


oV 


THE TREATISE OF PERKINS 


ON THE ORDER AND MODE OF PREDESTINATION. 
BY 


JAMES ARMINIUS. 


Most neverrnp May, AND BELOVED BrorHER in CuRIst,— 
As within the last few days I was regaling my delighted eyes 
with the sight of a certain library abundantly replenished 
with books which had been recently published, a pamphlet 
presented itself to me under this title:—A Christian and 
plain Treatise on the Mode and Order of Predestination, 
and on the Amplitude of Divine Grace. When I saw prefixed 
to it your name, which had previously been known to mo 
through other works of great celebrity published by you, I 
determined to purchase it, and to bestow upon it a diligent 
perusal; that f might try whether you, who aspire aflor 
ereater accuracy of learning, could by your researches solve 
those doubts which have long disturbed my mind. I read 
it, therefore, and read it again, with as unprejudiced an eye 
as I could command, and with that candour of which you 
are desirous. But, whilst reading, I perceived that all my 
scruples could not be removed by that composition : moreover 
I thought I perceived some passages of yours which deserved 
examination by the rule of truth. Wherefore I deemed that 
it would not be amiss if I should institute a calm conference 
with you respecting that little book of yours.’ This I under- 
take the more willingly and confidently because you, on the 
second page of your treatise, encourage me to such an attempt, 


by stating that these things were written with the design that 


they should be read without prejudice or bitterness of spirit 
by students of Theology, (among. whom I gladly enter my 
name, unless this meets with her disapproval,) should be 


weighed carefully, and judged according to the pure word of 


7 
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God. This I plodge myself to do to the utmost of my ability; 
requiring from you in turn, that what I may now pen shall be 
read by you in a similar frame of mind, shall be weighed, 
examined, and judged by the samo standard of Scripturo 
alone. God grant wo may all think alike in those matters 


which are necessary to His glory and the salvation of the ’ 


Church! In other matters, may we, if unable to agree in 


sentiment, at least be one in heart, and “keep the unity of | 


the Spirit in the bond of peace !” 

Having, then, prefaced our proposed conference with this 
becoming wish, I will enter upon the matter itself, treading in 
the steps in which you have preceded me in your composition. 


I will begin with your Epistle to the Reader, and thence, by © ; 


God’s help, proceed to the treatise itself. — 


EXAMINATION OF THE EPISTLE TO THE READER. © 

In this Epistle you lay down beforehand two foundations 
on which the doctrine concerning predestination and the grace 
of God may and should be built up. The one is the written 


word of God;:the other, those common notions and funda- 


mental axioms which God has tmplanted in the minds of men. 
Here I make no objection,—only let this be added, that where, 
on account of the darkness which oversproads our minds, and 
of the weakness and diversity of the human judgment (which 
you reject), no ngroomont can be como to concerning thoso 
things, recourse must be had to that first-named authority, 


which is superior to every other, for a definite and peremptory — 


(decision. 


1. The first notion* is most true. But let due caiien be 


used, lest anything discordant from human judgment be attri- 
buted to God, and be defended as just on this pretext, because 
it is adjudged unjust by the corrupt human judgment; unless 
by sure argument it appear that it may with propriety be 


attributed to God. For it is not a sufficient reason for attri- rs 


buting any action or work to God, to say that God did that 


_ justly; though from this antecedent, “ God did that,” the 
' consequent, “ Therefore justly,” necessarily follows. 


9. As to the second,t such is the case: for He is the first 


* “ God is always just, albeit men do not understand how He is just,” —PER- 
Kins’s Works, folio edition of 1631, vol. ii., p. 605. 

t “God is not governed of—much less doth He depend upon—second causes, 
but doth justly order them, even then when they work unjustly,” 
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cause, and tho causo of causes. But Ifo doos not continually 
depend on second causes, who takes occasion to make any 


~ deeree, and to establish a certain order of things, from tho 


foreseen free action of rational creatures ; which decree He 
would not have made, and which order He would not have 
appointed, if the free second causes had been about to have 
acted otherwise, and not so. The Apostle says that every 
creature was made subject to vanity on account of Him who 
subjected it; to which vanity it would not have been made 
‘ subject, if he, for whose sake it was created by God, had 
remained firm in his primeval estate. The decree for send- 
ing Christ into the world rests on a prevision of the fall; for 
He is ‘the Lamb which taketh away the sin of the world.” 
(John i. 29.) He ‘‘ was made a little lower than the angels 
for the suffering of death ;” (Heb. ii. 9 ;) He became a par- 
taker of flesh and_blood, ‘‘ that through death He might 
destroy him who had the power of death, that is, the devil.” 
(Verse 14.) He was constituted High Priest, ‘‘ ordained for 
men, that He might offer gifts and sacrifices for sins.” (Heb. 
y. 1.) And on the same ground are the decrees of God con- 
stituted universally, by which He determines to punish His 
ercatures, according to the words in Gen. xviii. 25: “ Be it far 
from Thoo to destroy tho righteous with the wicked, Shall 
not tho Judgo of all the carth do right?” Jixod. xxxil. 88: 
© Whosoever lath sinned against Mo, him will T blob out of My 
book.” 1 Sam. ii. 30+ ‘1 said indecd that thy house, and 
tho house of thy futher, should walk boforo Mo for ovor : but 
now the Lord saith, Be it far from Me; for them that honour 
Me I will honour, and they that despise Me shall be lightly 
esteemed.” But, so far from the appointment of punish- 
ments depending on second causes, if by any reason or force 
they could evade those, there is no contrivance to which they 
would not have recourse. I shouid wish, too, the word 
“ordain” to be taken in its proper sense; from which 
they seem to me to depart, who interpret it as moaning to 
“decree” that anything be done. For it is to appoint an 
order in things done, not to ordain the doing of things about 
to be done; though it is sometimes used by the Fathers i 
that sense also. .But then God is by the same persons 
denicd to be the ordainer of ills. Thus Augustine says, 
that God could not ordain crime,. but the punishment of 
crimes. 
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8. As to the third,* It is the part of a wise boing to do 
nothing in vain. He acts in vain who acts with no end in 
view. But God is most wise.. Beware, however, lest you 
extend too far that “‘idly looking on,” or interpret it other- 
wise than is fair. There is a real distinction between doing 
and allowing. He who permits for the sake of a certain end, 
does not “idly look on.” Whence itis clear that to act or do, 
and not to look on idly, are not the same things. Which also 
I note on account of a certain end.. But see whether the 
phrase which you use ig a sound one. “ Prudently” seems 
to be too mean a word to be applicable to such wisdom. Nor 
is any one said to act ‘‘ propounding unto Himself a certain 
end,” but for the sake of the end. It is an ambiguous 
expression, and not sufficiently ample, “God does not will, or 
does not decree, what He cannot.” Ambiguous, because it 
may be understood as meaning that He cannot will or decree, 
or that He cannot do. Not ample enough, because it must be 
added,—He does not will or decree to do or permit what He 
cannot do or permit. Whence the conclusion also is imper- 
fect; and to, ‘‘ Therefore He decreed so to do,” add, “or 
permit.” 

4, As to tho fourth,t The decroe of God is twofold,—of 
efficacious action, and of permission. Both are immutable. 
Without one or othor of these, and without the sure and fixed 
dotorminntion of tho formor or tho latter dooroe, & erontiuro, 
however free, can neither change itself by its own act, nor 
can it undergo any chango from without. But it is not abso- 
lutely necessary that God should fix beforehand these and no 
other bounds of change; as if the creature (if this were 
possible, without God superintending the change) could either 
change itself, or be changed by other means, to such a degree 
as that God cannot reduce it to order, and so have occasion 
for illustrating His glory. For, to Him, to whom even nothing 
itself must be the material for declaring His own glory, any 
change whatever of a thing produced by Him from nothing 
must serve the same end, 

* God worketh [prudently] wisely, to wit, propounding unto Himself a cer- 
tain end. He is ignorant of nothing : He doth not will or decree that which He 
cannot effect: He doth not idly behold what shall be or what may be done ; 
but He disposeth all things unto His glory ; and therefore He hath decreed to 
do so.” 


+ “God is not changed : and those things which are changed are not changed 
without His unchangeable deeree, all circumstances being certain and sure.” 
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5. With regard to the fifth,* All “ the judgments of God,” of 
whatsoever sort they may be, whether hidden, or known to us 
- in part, ‘‘ are to be honoured,” and adorned with tho praise of 
~ justice, only Ict it be evident that they are God’s judgments. 
But no judgments are on that pretext to be attributed to God 
which the Seripture docs not assign to Lim; much loss those 
which the Scriptures reveal to be contrary to the justice of 
God. As Augustine says, ‘‘'The more a man resembles God, 
the more does the damnation of perishing men move Him: it 
- moves even our Saviour Himself, and more than once drew 
tears from im. It moves even God Himself: for, ‘ What,’ 
says He, ‘shall 1 do to My vineyard?’ (Isaiah v. 4.) O that 
My people had hearkened unto Me!’ (Psalm deen: 18.) 10 
have no pleasure in the death of a sinner.’ (Ezek. Xvill. 23.) 
But it so moves God, that He nevertheless delights in the 
destruction of His refractory enemies that will not repent: 
(Isai. i. 24:) for His justice demands that. It moves Him, 
I say, that they are unwilling to be saved: it -does not move 
Him, that, when they are unwilling, He devotes them to just 
destruction. It so moves Christ the Saviour, that He is willing 
to send away the unbelieving and transgressors, and to con- 
demn them to fire eternal : for this is required by the office of 
Judge. It so moves a pious man that he has nothing to say 
against God appointing otherwise, and carrying out the judg- 
ments of His justico upon the obstinate. This is demanded 
by the obedience which a creature owes to his Creator and 
Redeemer.” 

But concerning that objection let me be allowed, with 
Augustine’s good leave, to say, that the question is not of 
infirm and weak human nature, but of the refractory temper 
of the Jews, and the like, with whom the Apostle had to do. 


* «The secret and unsearchable judgments of God are to be honoured and 
acknowledged. As Augustine writes: ‘“ It moveth me,”* thou sayest, “ aes he 
perisheth ; and another is baptized. It moycth me, it moyeth me as a man, If 
thou wilt hear the truth, it also moveth me, because lam a man. But if thou 
beest a man, I am also a’ man: let us both hear him that saith, “O man!” 
Verily, if we be therefore moved because we are men, the Apostle speaks to human 
nature, itself being weak and feeble, saying, “O man, whoart thou which pleadest 
against God? Shall the thing formed say to him that formed it, Why hast thou 
made me thus?” (Rom, ix. 20.) If a beast could speak, and did say to God, 
“Why hast thou made him a man, and me a beast ?”” mightest not thou be justly 
angry, and say, “ O beast, who art thou?” And thou art me ; but, in com- 
parison of God, thou art a beast.’ (De Verb, Apost., Sem. xi.) 


‘ 
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It is true, indeed, that in comparison with God we are like 


locusts; nay, that we are counted as nothing before Him. 
(Isaiah xl. 17:) But in those exaggerations of human little- 
ness care must be taken lest we do injustice to God’s creation. 
For man was made after the image of God; and so in the 
sight of God Uimself he is Manu,—wid nob a brute beast,— 
the noblest of creatures, with whom the Wisdom of God Him- 
self says that its ‘‘ delights are.” (Proverbs vii. 31.) 

6. As to the sixth,* Ihe concurrence of God with second 
causes in producing any action or work is twofold,—the 
general, and the special, help of grace. Without this special 
help of grace it is most sure that nothing good can be done by 
any rational creature. But whether this assistance of grace 
belongs to the Divine will, willing to communicate that abso- 
lutely, and that good should be effected by it communicated 
absolutely, is a point in dispute amongst theologians: and 
not without reason, since that word “ absolutely” is not met - 
with in the Scriptures, and it has not as yet been proved 
that its equivalent is to be found in the Scriptures. 

7. Asto the seventh,t So also, that ‘‘ no evil can be avoided 
except by God’s prevention,” is certain. But there is a dis- — 
pute respecting the mode of prevention, whether it be from 
the omnipotent action of God acting upon the will of man 
according to the mode of nature, whence the necessity of pre- 
vention arisos ; or from such action as may act upon the will 
according to the mode of the will, which is free, whence arises 
the infallibility of prevention. 

8. As to the eighth,t It cannot be concluded from the event, 
that God willed anything ; but either [that He willed] this, or 
that He was unwilling to hinder the event which He foresaw 
about to take place. Otherwise the distinction between God’s 
action and permission is taken away. For some things happen 
because God does them, but others because He allows them to 
be done, according to Augustine and the truth of the matter 
itself, But it isnot the same thing, to will that anything shall 
happen, and to be unwilling to prevent it from happening. 


* “No good thing can be done, unless God doth absolutely will and work it: 
and we do that which is good, so far forth as God doth work in us more or 
less,”” 

+ “No evil can be avoided, unless God do hinder it : and we ayoid evil so far 
forth as God doth more or less hinder it,” 

t “The will of God is known, not only by the written word, or by revelation, 
but also by the event. For that which cometh to pass doth therefore come to 
pass because God hath willed that it should come to pass.” 
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Vor in tho former ease tho event is resolved into tho will of 
God ag its first and chief causo; in the latter, into a second 
~ enue wlirmatively, and nogutively into tho Divino will, as that 
~ which did not prohibit it : which prohibition also is made either 
by power according to the mode of nature, or by persuasion 
according to the mode of a free will. But we will hereafter 
discuss permission and prohibition more fully in its own 
placo. 

9, As to the ninth,* ''his is true: to be ablo, to will, to do 
- good, aro gifts and effects of God amongst mon. But it must 
be added, that God gives to no one the power of doing well, 
without boing prepared to give morcover [tho inclination] to 
will and to do; that is, by the further help of graco God con- 
curs with man in willing and carrying out into action that 
good for which he has received strength suflicient, unless man, 
on his part, places, or has placed, a hinderance in the way, 
as tho Schoolmen phrase it. For, “to him that hath shall bo 
given ; and from him that hath not shall be taken even that 
which he hath.” [Mark iv. 25:] Otherwise the power would 
have been bestowed in vain: but the Wise God does nothing 
in vain. Thus to Adam He gave the faculty of performing 
tho law which IIo had appointed, and was prepared to give 
what was required, besides this faculty, for actual obedience, 
namely, to will aud bo do, if Adium had not volunturily and of 
his own freo motion turned away from God and His grace. 
ie Here I sce a labyrinth which I will not now enter, because { 
could not emerge from it except by the clue and guidance 
of a careful explanation, concerning the manner of God’s 
concurrence with man in the performance of any good work : 
a matter which belongs not to this place, and which, to con- 
fess the truth, exceeds my powers. ; ; 

10. As to the tenth,t It is quite true that God presides over 
the whole world and all things created by Himself, and that 
He administers and governs all things and every thing: yet 
~ not only in justice, but also in mercy, inasmuch as He of His 
infinite wisdom knows what place ought to be assigned to 


he two. . ; : 
But truly, my dear Perkins, do not all those axioms seem to 


* «A man doth not that good thing which by grace he is able it do, unless 
God make him do it, as He hath made him able to do it if he will. 
+ “Not a part only, but the whole government of the world, and the execution 
“| 
of justice, are to be ascribed to God as the Author.” 
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you to be natural and genoral notions? tho lot of naturo as it 
wus instituted by the Creator ; not certainly of that which has 
hoon clouded over by sin. Lor to fow mon has it been given 
to know and understand those things. The whole troop of 
Pelagians and Semi-Pelagians in the Church itself were 


~ ignorant of those things. What was the mind and opinion of 


many of the Greek and Latin philosophers concerning most 
of thoso mattors, appoars from tho exprossion used by moro 
than one of them: ‘That we are, is the gift of the gods to us: 
that we are good, wo derive from ourselves.” Which notorious 
falsity Augustine sharply combats, not in one place merely. 

On these principles, in part, you erect tho doctrine of 
Prepusrination, which is verily a very difficult one; because 
men are not afraid of adding to the Scripture what they think 
proper, and have been accustomed to pay the greatest atten- 
tion to their own conceptions, which they style “ natural 
ideas.” I cannot but praise your design: for in every way 
light should be thrown on the truth by every man to the 
utmost of his ability; the calumnies and criminations with 
which the truth is assailed and attacked should be refuted ;’ 
the minds embittered against it should be not only calmed 
and softened, but also brought into amity with it. Nor can 
it be charged upon you as a fault, that you cite the opinions 
of the old theologians,—especially if you observe that caution 
which you lay down :* otherwiso forsooth we wander too far 
in that way. For even the Fathers themselves are liable to 
different interpretations, and indeed so much the more than 
tho Divine and “ God-ingpired ” Writers, in proportion as they 
were endued with a minor and less clear knowledge of. the 
truth, and were less able to express the perceptions of their 
minds with accuracy and propriety. 

And while I meditate on this point, I feel doubtful whether 
they have really consulted the good of the Church, who in this 
age have supposed that the opinions of the I’athers in 
religious matters were to be used by them as authorities. 
But the die has been cast; a further advance must be made, 
in such a direction as the present fates of the Church will. 
However, as to what you say about your adducing the testi- 
monies of Doctors and Schoolmen for the sake of demonstrating 


* « Not but that even one evident and perspicuous sentence of Sacred Scrip- 
ture, concerning any point of doctrine and faith, is of more value and force than 
all the testimonies of the Doctors and Schoolmen.” 
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agreement in that point of doctrine, I do not see what sort of 
benefit this will be. ForlIam perfectly convinced that nothing 
could be contrived with greater adaptation to confound and 
- bury in darkness the whole of that doctrine concerning pre- 
destination and the grace of God, than for any one to attempt 
to produce and array against cach other all the opinions of 
the Fathers and Schoolmen on that point. But I should like 
for you not immediately to pronounce that man an unjust 
umpire or judge who dares to assert, that the dogmas which 
_ you lay down in this treatise are to be found NEITHER IN THE 
ScriptuRES NOR IN THE Farners. For if, after the reasons 
adduced by that umpire, arbitrator, or judge, you shall prove 
so much, you will find [your adversary] to be, not one who is 
reluctant from a perverse and prejudiced mind, but one who ig 
prepared to yield with becoming equanimity to the truth 
demonstrated. Nor will you easily persuade me that the 
dogmas of which you here treat are propounded and delivered 
in all the Reformed Churches in that same mode and sense; 
lest you should suppose that you can weigh down any one of 


a contrary opinion by the foregone conclusion of those _ 


Churches. 
THE TITLE OF THE BOOK. . 
“Tho Order of Prodostination in the Divine Mind, as far a8 
tho samo could be gathered from the Word by the Author.” 


(UXAMINATION OL ‘Tuo SAM. 


I como now to tho treatiso itself, which I will examine 2 

little more curiously and diligently. You will not take it ill, 

_ if in any part, like a shrewd man, I subject even some of the 

more minute propositions to the test. For, may it not be 

allowed to season, as it were, a serious and solid conference 

with pleasant digression and friendly contest respecting the 
most accurate mode of treating the subject? 


THE DEFINITION OF PREDESTINATION. 


You begin with a definition of Predestination,* and rightly : 
put it is one which does not seem to be rightly adapted to the 
predestination which is unfolded to us in Scripture. For the 
predestination of which the Scriptures treat is of men, as 


* «Predestination is the counsel of God touching the last end or estate of man 
out of this temporal or natural life,’—PeRkKrns’s Works, vol. ii., p. 606. 
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they are sinners,—is made in Christ,—is to blessings, not 
indeed relating to this animal life, but to spiritual life; yet a 
part of which is communicated even in this animal life, as 


most plainly appears from Ephesians i., where, amongst the © 


spiritual blessings to which we have been predestinated in 
Christ, are enumerated the adoption of, children, (verse 5,) 
redemption through the blood of Christ, and the forgiveness 
of sins, (verse 7,) the revelation of the mystery of the Divine 
will ; (verse 9;) which benefits are assigned to the predesti- 
nated in this life. Beautifully does the Apostle say, that the 
life which he lives here in the flegh, he lives “in ihe faith of 
the Son of God;” (Gal. ii. 20;) signifying that he was in 
this animal life a partaker of spiritual gifts, and from them 
was living a spiritual life. 


But perhaps your intention was not to give an accurate 


definition, but only by some description to picture to us the 
idea of predestination. But even if. I concede this, yet many 
things in the description itself seem worthy of animadyersion. 
For the word “counsel,” by which you have wished to explain 
the genus of predestination, is not the genus of predestination 

but belongs to its efficient cause; for by counsel a decree i: 
enacted, which decree may fittingly be set down as tho genus 
of predestination. (If, indeed, “counsel” may be attributed 
to Cod, by which Io docroos anything; av the Seripbure doos 

Acts iv. 28, and Tph. i. 11.) What T say is ovidont from ie 
plucos cited. or in the former passage, Acts iy., the 


“ce ” . . : . 
counsel” is said to determine beforehand or prodestinato — 


What was to bo dono: in the latter, Mph. i., God is said to 
“work all things,” even to appoint predestination, “after the 
counsel of His own will.” 

: There is in this life equality both of the pious and the 
impious, as to outward benefits,—when considered in general: 
when taken separately, however, there is great difference as 
well between the pious as between the impious; and so great 
that, amongst those who are hurt by that inequality, it requires 
to be defended by the argument of its being hereafter to be 
reduced to equality. Nay, more, it is said concerning the 
pious and faithful, that they are of all men most miserable, 


if in this life only they have hope in Christ. (1 Cor. xv. 19.) 


THE ULTIMATE END OF. PREDESTINATION. 


Of what you say respecting the ultimate end of predestina« 
tT 2 
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‘tion I approve,* when rightly understood; that is, if the 
declaration of the glory of God by mercy and justice bo 
~ attributed to predestination, as it is the preordination to life 
eternal of thoso sinners who shall beliove in Christ, and, on 
the other hand, the precondemnation to eternal death of those 

sinners who shall persevere in their sins. Of those who shall 
_ believe, I say, from the gracious gift of God ; and of those 
who shall porsovero in their sins, from their own wickedness 
and the just desertion of God. But if you thus understand it, 
that God from eternity, without any pre-existence of sin in 
His own prescience, determined to display His glory by mercy 

and by punitive justice, and, in order to carry that purpose 
~ into effect, decreed to create man good, but mutable : ordained 
also that he should fall, that in this way there might be room 


for that decree;—I say that this opinion cannot, in my 


judgment at least, be established by.any word of Ores To 
make this the plainer, a few things must be said concerning 
God’s glory and the modes of manifesting it. No one can 
doubt that God, since He is the first and supreme efficient 
cause of all His own acts and works, and the sole and only 
causo of many of them, has always set before Himself as be 
supreme and ultimate end the manifestation of His own ak 
foction, that is, Tis own glory. For tho first and dei 
entiso is not moved to action by anything extrancous to itsell; 
 obhorwise ib cannol have boon tho primo wud BUpromnG aioe 
Wherefore not merely the act of predestination, but oy her 
Divino act whatsoover, hag “ the illustration of the I ee 
glory” as its ultimate end. But, indeed, the fact that - 
manifestation of the Divine perfection, and the ancl 
its glory, consists in the unfolding of the essential proper ‘- 
of God by acts and works conformable thereto, ae ee y 
certain and known to all who have even kissed the t oe ; : 
of sacred literature: but by unfolding which par Ba . 
properties first of all He decreed to illustrate His glory, “ - 
in the second place, and so forth, needs ee : a 
however, certain, that He could not effect this o use ss ‘ae 
first place by mercy and punitive justice: for Sa oe 
be exercised only towards the wretched, and the 3 ee ae 
upon sinners. But since the very first outward ai ic ig 
both was and must have been, if I may so speak, occup 
* «The supreme end of predestination is the manifestation of God’s glory, 


partly in His mercy, and partly in Mis justice,” ; 
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~ 


about Nothing, it thence is evident that goodness, wisdom, and 
omnipotence wore to be displayed first of all, and the glory of 
God was to bo illustrated by the same, Thoso, therefore, 
wero unfolded in creation, by which God appeared as the 
Best, the Wisest, and the Almighty. 
Since God has made all His creatures with this difference, 
that certain of them should be only that which they were 
created, but the othors should bo capable of fullor porfoction; 
conservation and governance are exercised in respect of the 
former, administered by the same goodness, wisdom, and 
power, and of the same mode; because conservation is but 
the continuation of creation, as creation is its beginning, and ~ 
governance does not step beyond their natural state, save 
where God thinks fit to use them to supernatural ends for the 
sake of men, just as He has made use of bread and wine in 
the Supper, to signify and seal to us the communion of the 
body and blood of Christ. But about those creatures which 
He created capable of greater perfection, such as angels and 
men, the same properties were indeed to be displayed, but in - 
a far ampler measure. For in the former instance finite good 
was communicated, which cach ereature recoived as its own 
according to the diversity of its nature: but in the latter caso 
communication is instituted of the supromo and infinite good, 
which is God: for'in union with Him consists tho bliss of 
rational oronturos, But ronson demanded that that com. 
munication should not be made without justice: wherefore 
Ilo gavo to thoso His creatures a law, obodionco to which Io 
made the condition under which that communication should 
take place. This therefore was the first decree concerning the 
ultimate end of rational creatures, and illustrating the glory 
of God by the highest (highest, I mean, with relation to good - 
to be communicated, not absolutely) goodness and justice :— 
by goodness joined to justice in those who were to be partakers 
of the supreme good by continuance in the truth ;—by punitive 
justice in those who by their disobedience should render 
themselves unworthy of that good, 

Here we see thefirst place given to justice repaying to obedience 
what was its own by God’s gracious promise, and to disobedi- 
ence what it had deserved according to God’s just threatening ;: 
in the former case justice joined to goodness,—in thelatter, puni- 
tive justice opposed to a gracious communication of the highest 
good, without any mention of mercy, except es it is considered 
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as preserving the creature from possible misery, who might 
fall into misery by his own fault; just as mercy is not taken 
into account where it is limited by the decree of predestina- 
tion. But that decree was peremptory in respect of the 
angels, who according to it were part of them saved, and part 
condemned: wherefore both the predestination and the con- 
demnation of the angels were comprehended in it. But asto 
what grace may have been provided for the former by pre- 
destination, and in whom, and denied to the latter by repro- 
Dation, I will not now argue. Respecting men the decree was 
not peremptory ; for with them God did not determine to act 
according to that greatest rigour of the law, but decreed to 
‘unfold to them all His goodness, which Jehovah displayed to 
Moses in these attributes of His: ‘Jehovah the Mighty, 
merciful and compassionate, slow to anger, and abundant in 
mercy and truth,” &c. (Exod. xxxiv. 6.] Wherefore the pre- 
destination and the reprobation of men were not laid down in 
that decree. For, when Adam sinned, and in him all that 
might spring from him in the natural order of propagation, 
then all would have been consigned to eternal damnation 
without any hope of pardon. For the decree of predestina- 
tion and reprobation is peremptory. Thus far, then, neither 
‘any predestination of mon to lifo, nor any roprobation of mon 
to death, had place. And sinco predestination and repro- 
bution exist nol but in accordance with those wblribulos by 
which men are immediately saved and damned; and the pre- 
dostinatod aro saved immediately by mercy, and the ropro- 
bate are damned immediately by justice in opposition to that 
mercy ; it follows that there was no fixed predestination and 
reprobation of men with regard to whom mercy, and its 
opposite, justice, could have noplace. But they could have no 
place with regard tothose who were not wretched and not sinners. 
Since, then, predestination includes the means by which the 
predestinated are certainly and infallibly to attain to salva- 
tion; and reprobation includes the negation of the same 


means; but those means are the remission of sing, and the . 


renewing of the Holy Ghost, and His perpetual assistance 
even to the end, which means are necessary and communi- 
eable to none but sinners ; I conclude that predestination and 
reprobation did not take place with reference to men to whom 
those means were unnecessary and incommunicable. In fine, 
since God can love to salvation no one who is a sinner, unless 
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he be reconciled to Himsolf in Christ, hence it follows that 
predestination cannot have place except in Christ. And since 
Christ was ordained and given for sinners, it is certain that 
predestination and its opposite, reprobation, could not have 
had placo before tho sin of man,—I moan, forcsoon by God,— 
and before the appointment of Christ as Mediator, and more- 


over before His discharging, in the foreknowledge of God, the - 


office of Mediator, which appertains to reconciliation. 
Nor does it hence follow, either that God created man with 


no certain end, or that He did not obtain the end which He. — 


had fixed beforehand. For He set before Himself as His 
end, as well in the act of creation, as in that of glorification 
and its opposite, condemnation, the illustration of His’ own 
glory; and obtained it :—By means of goodness, wisdom, 
and power, in the act of creation; and obtained it :—By the 
same means, but in a larger measure, and joined with justice, 
in glorification and condemnation; and obtained it. But 
although the mode of illustrating His glory by merey,— 
which is the sure mode of communicating goodness, and of 


' its procedure towards a wretched creature,—and by justice, 


its opposite, could not have place except by occasion of man’s 
sin; yet the decree of God is not therefore dependent on 
man. l'or Ilo foresaw from otornity whut was to take place, 
and freely arranged concerning tho futuro by ordination to 
that ond according to Lis own will and pleasure, compelled 
by no necessity, as if He could not by some other mode also 
get glory to Ilimself from tho sin of man, 

But that the glory of God consists not merely in the illus- 
tration of His mercy and its opposite, justice, is clear from 
this, that then He would not have obtained glory from the act 
of creation, nor from the predestination and reprobation of 
angels. But it must be understood that mercy is not an 
essential property of God, as distinguished from goodness, 
but is comprehended in goodness itself ag its matriz, and 
proceeds from goodness; nay, is goodness itself, displaying 


itself towards a sinning and wretched creature. Wherefore 


it may be said absolutely, that God in all His outward acts 
decreed to declare His glory by goodness, wisdom, and omnipo- 
tence; justice being added where equity demanded it, and 


' where wisdom prescribed it; but that He suited the mode to 
- the state, or rather to the mutation of the object, about which 


He had determined to unfold those properties. Concerning 
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which mattor Tertullian (in his second book Against Marcion, 
cap. 16) beautifully and learnedly observes: ‘It is necessary 


‘for (God) to make uso of all things on account of all men,— 


of as many feelings as there are causes: both anger on account 
of the wicked, and wrath on account of the ungrateful, and 
jealousy on account of the proud, and whatever is not agree- 
able for the wicked: so also mercy on account of the erring, 
and patience on account of the impenitent, and munificenco 
on account of the deserving, and whatever is nocdful for the 


“good. And He partakes of all these feelings in His own mode 


in which it becomes Him to feel them: on which account man 


partakes of the same feelings in his own way.” So Ter- 


tullian. But predestination was not constituted merely from 


the goodness, considered absolutely, of Him whose it is to com- 


municate Himself to the creature, but also from the mode of 
mercy proceeding from that goodness towards the wretched, to 
take away their wrefchedness ; of grace in Christ proceeding 
from it to sinners, to pardon their sins ; of patience and long- 
suffering proceeding from the same goodness towards those 
who aro reluctant for a time, and do not immediately obey tho 
call, to bear with the delay of conversion. .So also reproba- 
dion was not institulcd merely from justice opposed to that 
goodness considered absolutely, but from justice tempered by 
some degree of mercy and patience. Mor God with much 


Jenity and pationce “ cndures the vossels of wrath fitted to 


destruction.” (Rom. ix. 22.) . 

From these premises, thus taken into consideration, with 
your good leave, most learned Perkins, I may be allowed to 
conclude that predestination has not been sufficiently well 
defined or described by you. If any one takes delight in 


considering the series and order of objects of the Divine 


knowledge and will, he will be more and more confirmed in 
the truth of the things which we have briefly propounded, 
The passage from Augustine* is in harmony with these 
propositions of mine, if any one will gather from other places 
his complete opinion, Fulgentius and Gregory most clearly 
give me their support, in the passages quoted by you.t For, 
* “Ono of theso two societies of men, which we mystically call ‘ two cities,’ 


is that which is predestinated to rcign eternally with God ; and the other, to suffer 
eternal punishment with the devil.” 


+ “ Fulgentius saith also, that ‘in God’s predestination there is prepared either 


a merciful remission of sins, or a just punishing.’ And Gregory saith, that 


” 
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if the act of predestination is a proparation of tho forgivonoss 
of sins, or of the punishment of the same, then it is certain that 
predestination can have no place except in reference to sinners. 
If, too, it is the act of predestination to choose some before- 
hand to be redeemed from wickedness, and to leave others 
in their wickedness, from this also is it evident that predes- 
tination has to do with men considered as sinners. ‘That 
opinion of the Schoolmen is inthe best accordance with the 
sume :* for it openly declares predestination to rest upon the 
prevision of the fall, since they speak of the perfection and 
goodness of God in predestination as being represented by 
the mode of mercy and punitive justice ; which mode, as I | 
have often already said, can only have place in sinners. 

If any one allows that to be true indeed, but says that God 
Himself prepared that occasion for Himself, by decrecing that 
man should fall, and conducting that decree to its end or 
termination ; we demand the proof of that assertion, which in 
my judgment he will not beable to furnish. Tor that sentiment 
is in antagonism to the justice of God, as making God the 
wuthor of gin, and inforring tho imovitublo necossily of gin. 
Which I will prove. Jor, allowing such a decree, it would be 
impossible for man to ubstauin from the act of sin: otherwise 
the decree would have become void, which it is wrong to suppose, 
Yor “the counsel of God stands.” [Psalm xxxii. 11.) ‘I'he 
human will therefore was circumseribed and bounded by that 
decree, so that it could not bend itself except to one side, in 
which there was sin; by which act it lost its liberty; becauso 
the will has been moved by that act not according to the mode 
of free will, but according to the mode of nature, which it 
was neither able to resist by act, nor even was willing, nay, 
could not even will on account of that determination. 

Add to this, that by that theory mercy and justice are con- 
stituted the means for carrying predestination into effect, 
when they themselves are the primary causes of predestina- 
tion: which is evident from this, because the extreme end of 
predestination is resolved into a display of mercy and justice. 


‘God, being a just Creator unto all after an admirable manner, hath forc-elected — 
some, and forsaken others in their corruptions,’ ” 

* “Tho moro learned Schoolmon use to say, that God, for the more full 
manifestation of His perfection, hath predestinated some, in manifesting His 
goodness by the rule of mercy ; and damned others, in representing His perfection 
by the rule of justice.” ; 
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"TE MEANS WIHICIE UNDERLIE TIE DECREE OF PREDESTINATION, 
Now let us glance at the way in which you put “ the creation 


and fall of man as the common moans underlying the 


counscl,” or rather deerce, “of predestination.” 1, indood, 
suppose that both the creation and the fall precede all 
external action of predestination, just as the decree concern- 
ing the creation of man and the permission of his fall precedes 
in order the decree itself of predestination in the Divino mind. 
And this I seem to myself to have partly confirmed in the 


preceding remarks. But it will be as well to consider that 


point a little more carefully. 
Eyery action upon an object is naturally later than its 
object. For the object is so called relatively. Therefore that 
which is absolute in it by nature is prior to its relation. The 
object therefore first exists in itself, before it can be made the 
object of any act tending towards it: But man is the object of 
predestination: Therefore man is prior to the act of predesti- 
nation. But man is what he is by creation: creation therefore 
is prior to predestination. (Understand, in the Divine mind.) 
That is, the decree concerning the creation of man is prior to 
the decree of predestination, and predestination itself is prior 


to the execution of the decree of predestination. If any one 


reply, that God in tho internal act of predestination was not 
dealing with man considered as created, but as to be created ; 
T answer, that neither could that happen, nor could it be com- 


-prehended by a rightly judging mind. For predestination is 


a, deeree not merely for illustrating the Divine glory, but for 
illustrating it in man by means of mercy and justice. Whence 
it follows, both that man pre-exists in the Divine mind before 


the act of predestination, and that the fall of man itself had 


been already foreseen. Hence those attributes of God by 
which creation was consummated are considered as existing 
in a prior moment of the Divine nature to those by which 
predestination is instituted. Goodness considered in the 
abstract, wisdom and power exercised upon nothing, are prior 
to mercy and punitive justice. Add, too, that since predesti- 
nation was effected on the one side by mercy, on the other by 
justice,—the former to save, the latter to damn,—it cannot 
be that any common means should exist adapted for the 
execution alike of election and of reprobation. For that 
common means was furnished neither by mercy nor by justice. 
There is therefore no “ common”’ means of predestination. 
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WIIETIIER THE OREATION OF MAN MAS BEEN RIGUTLY DEFINED. 


If you were desirous of defining the creation of man,* it 
should have been dono with groator accuracy. But if it was 
your intention only to describe it, there is still in that deserip- 
tion something which I may remark on. “Man was created 
mutable,” in accordance with the requirements of that very 
Nothing out of which he was created, and the condition itself 
of the creature, which neither could nor ought to bo raised by 
creation to the state of the Creator, which is immutability. 
But the creature was so constituted’ mutable, that still an 
actual changing from good to bad could only follow that 
potential mutability by the voluntary and free act of man. 
But the act of the creature does not remain free when it is so 
determined towards one part that, while that determination 
exists, it cannot be but that it change itself. 


WHETHER THE PERMISSION OF THE FALL HAS BEEN RIGHTLY ~ 
; DEFINED. 


But now we must treat a little more at length of the per- 
mission of the fall,t because in the explanation of this whole 
matter much stress is laid upon that. That God can, by an 
act of His own absolute power, hinder all things whatsoever 
that can bo done by a croaturo, is certain; and that He is 
absolutely under no obligation to any one to hinder him from 
evil, is equally certain. But not every thing which is possible 
to absolute power, is possible also to justice. By justice it is — 
impossible for ‘‘ the work and labour of love” of the pious to. 
be forgotten. (Heb. vi. 10.) Tho absolute power of God, too, 
is limited by the decree of God, by which any thing has been 
appointed in another way. And though God is plainly bound 
by no obligation to any one, yet He can by any act of His 
bind Himself,—to wit, either by promising, or by requiring 
some act from man. What He has promised He is bound to 
perform: for He owes to Himself the immutability of His own 
truth, whether He has promised simply or under certain con- 
ditions. By requiring a certain action, He makes Himself. 
debtor to furnish the power and strength without which that 


* «Creation is that by which God made the whole man of nothing according 
to His own image ; but yet changeable, and endued with a natural life.” 

+ “The permission of the fall is that whereby God did justly suffer Adam 
and his posterity to fall away, in that He did not hinder them when He was able, 
as being indeed bound to none to hinder.” ‘ 
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action cannot be performed: if He does otherwise, Ho ‘reaps 
where He has not sown.” These premises being laid down, 


| it is evident that God, when Ie had conceded to man liberty 
of will, and indeed in order that he might use it, ought not, 


nay, could not prevent the fall in that way which would have 
infringed upon the use of liberty; and hence that He was not 
bound to hinder it in any other way than by the bestowment 
of the strength necessary and sufficient to avoid a fall. 
Wherefore, permission is not ‘‘a cessation from the act of 


- illuminating and that of inclining,” inasmuch as without those 


acts man could not avoid sin. For so the blame would with 


_ justice be cast upon God, who would become the cause of sin, 


in the way either of removing, or of not giving, that which is 


- necessary to perform the act which He Himself prescribed by 


His law. Whence it follows also that that law would be 
unjust, as being one which would not be proportioned to the 
powers of the creature on whom it is imposed, whether that 
defect might proceed from the non-bestowal of the requisite 
powers, or from the taking away of the same before the com- 
mission of any fault by the creature. 

Permission is indeed a cessation from the act of hindering ; 
but that cessation is so to be explained as not to be reduced 


to tho efficient causo of sin, whothor directly, or by way of 


negation or removal of that thing without which sin cannot 


bo nvoided. Coneorning this pormisnion, if it be properly 


explained, it may without doubt be said, “that God not only 
has forcknowledgo of it, but algo wills it by an” aflirmativo 
“act of the will” tending immediately to that permission, 
not to that which is permitted: concerning which latter, as it 
cannot be said that God wills that not to be done, for He 


~ permits it and is not unwilling, so also it cannot be said with 


truth that God wills it. For permission is a middle act 
between willing and not willing, and is the part of a 
quiescent will. 

But the cause why God permits sin is to be taken not 


merely from the consequent, but also from the antecedent, 


From the antecedent, because God so constituted man that he 
should possess a free will, and so might be able either to 
render obedience, or to recoil from it, according to the 
liberty of his will: which appointment of His own God 
could not rescind, on account of His own immutability, as 
Tertullian beautifully explains. (Against Marcion, lib. iL, 
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cap. 5, 6, 7.) From the consequent, because He saw that He 


could from the occasion of sin demonstrate the glory of His 
own grace and justice. But this consequent does not natu- 
rally follow from sin itself; whence, as from the supreme 
evil, (if there be any supreme evil,) only evil can follow of 
itself: for it is an offence against the Divine Majesty, opposed 
to Divine good. But that consequence from sin exists by 
accident, because God, by virtue of His infinite wisdom, good- 
ness, and power, is able and willing to elicit His glory there- 
from, as light from darkness. Wherefore, as evil of itself is 
not good, so neither is it simply good that evil should 
exist. or if it were so, then God would be not only its per- 
mitter, but its author and effecter. But by accident it is good 
that there should be evil, on account, as I have said, of that 
wisdom, goodness, and power of God, in accordance with 
which God derives from sin matter for the illustration of His - 
glory. Sin is therefore, in that respect, not of itself the 
means of illustrating the Divine glory, but only the occasion ; 
an occasion not given for this very end, nor by its own nature - 
fitted for it, but seized by God, and applied to this purpose 


‘with wondrous art and laudable diversion of use. 


Nor would it cause any loss to the universe of what is 
purely good, even though God should hinder evil, provided 
that hinderance were not effected in a mode unfitted to tho 
primoval vonstitution of man; and it is froo to God to provont 


‘gin, but in a manner not conflicting with the liberty of the 


will. Any other modo of hinderanco will be directly contrary 
to the good of the universe, inasmuch as the good of the 
universe consists just in this, that any creature be endowed 
with a free will, and that the use of its own proper free judg- 
ment or choice be allowed to it without any Divine interference. 
But if the existence of evil or sin simply conduces to the good 
and the perfection of the universe, then not only ought God 
not to prevent sin, but He ought even to promote it, lest He 
should be wanting to His own work, and should do injustice 
to His own perfection. I allow that, without the existence of 
sin, there would be no room either for the patience of the 
martyrs or for the sacrifice of Christ: but yet, even when sin 
exists, the patience of the martyrs, or the sacrifice of Christ, j 
does not immediately come into play. Nay, if we consider 
the natural effect of sin, we shall see that from it proceeds the 
impatience of those who ave aiflicted, and that the anger of 
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God is thereby inflamed, which might hinder the bestowal of 
any oven the smallest good, much more of His Son; and would 
actually hinder it, but that the same God was merciful, and, 
by reason of His wisdom, was able to contrive » method 
whoroby Ile might avort the natural effect of sin, and produce 
from the occasion of sin other effects contrary to the nature 
of sin itself. 

The passages cited from Augustine and Gregory not only do 
not conflict with this opinion, but even favour it.* For they 
do not say that good existed merely in order that ills might 

arise, but that God judged it to be better to produce good out 
of evils, than to avert the evils; comparing together two acts 
_ of God, and preferring the one to the other. But let me be 
allowed to note in what Gregory says, that-he does not very 
skilfully compare the evils which we bear on account of our 
sins with the good of redemption as greater: for he ought to 
have compared the sins and faults themselves,—not the ills 
which we suffer by their desert,—with the good of redemption. 
If he had done this, and had- carefully considered what the 
Apostle says, ‘‘ We are not to do evil that good may come,” 
[Rom. iii. 8,] he would have arrived at another conclusion, or 
at least would have expressed his cpinion more properly, 
making no transition from one genus to another, nor substi- 
tuting tho punishmonts of sin in tho placo of sin itself. Tt is 
allowable for me, and for any believer, to affirm confidently, 


that thore is no such excollont redemption, nor any so glorious 


mode of redemption, as that for the sake of obtaining the one 
or tho other ever so little a sin must be perpetrated. For the 
Redeemer came, ‘that He might destroy the works of tho 
devil,” [1 John ili. 8,] that is, sins; wherefore sins are not to 


# « Anoustine saith well : ‘God hath judged it better to do good with evils 
than to permit no evil to be.’? In like manner Gregory saith : ‘In His severe 
judgment He suffers evil to be done, but withal He doth in mercy forecast what 
good things He may bring to pass by these evils, which He doth ordain by His 
judgment. For what greater sin is there than that by which we do all die ? 
and what greater goodness than that by which we are delivered from death ? 
And doubtless, but that Adam sinned, our Redeemer would not have taken our 
flesh upon Him.—Whilst God was to be born man, the Almighty did foresee that 
He would make of that evil, for which they were to die, a good which should be 
- greater than that evil, The greatness of which good, what believer is there who 
does not see how wonderfully it doth excel? Snrely great are the evils which 
we suffer by the desert of the first fault: but what belicver would not rather 


endure worse than be without so great a Redeemer ?’ And in this respect . 


elsewhere he calleth the fault of Adam ‘a happy fault.’ ” 
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be planned in order that the Son of God may come as the 


Redeemer. For that circle,— The Son of God camo that IIe 


might destroy sin; and sin was committed that it might be 
destroyed by the Son,”—is not only contrary to the Scriptures, 
but is also opposed to truth of every kind, as leading infinitely 
astray. 

Hence also it easily appears that that ‘ fault” cannot be 
called a “‘happy” one, except by a catachrestical hyperbole ; 


‘which, though it may find a place in declamations, panegyri- 


cal orations, and ornamental flourishes, is to be removed pro- 
portionately far from a solid disquisition on the truth. To 
these must be added, what has been said by me often and 
repeatedly, that redemption arose from that fault only by way 
of occasion ; God, according to His own counsel, so arranging, 
that that fault should be atoned and washed away by such 
and so great a Redeemer. - ~- om 

But the distinction which you lay down between “ the per- 
mission of the fall,” and “the fall being permitted,” seems to 
me to be none. For even ‘‘the permission of the fall” as a 


means is no less from the ordination of God, eliciting good © 


from evil, than “ the fall being permitted.” For God ordained 
His permission in order to a certain end. And look whether 
it be not absurd to distinguish the permission of the fall from 
tho fall boing pormittod; tho fall, I say, boing considered not 
asa fall, but agit was permitted ; just as you necessarily con- 


sidor it, whon you call it ‘a means of the decree,” which name 
rit, aif 


is not suitable for the fall, except by reason of the addition, 
‘permitted.’ For the fall is not to the glory of God, but 
the permission of the fall; not the act of man who has fallen, 
but the act of God; which is a permission occupied imme- 
diately about that act of man according to the arrange- 
ment of the Divine ordination. I acknowledge, however, 


that permission is‘a means of the decree not of predestina- . 


tion, but of providence, by which the latter is contradistin- 


guished from the former; of providence, I mean, governing ' 


and administering, which not only is not prior to predestina- 
tion in nature and order, but is also the cause of the mission 


of the Son as the Redeemer, who is the Head, in whom pre- 


destination was made, as the Apostle teaches. (Eph. i.) 
But how can it be true, that the fall is permitted by God, 
and that it “‘comes to pass only by God willing it?” I 


should wish it to be explained how God can at once will the , 
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fall to happen, and permit the same; how God makes use of 
His volition about the fall both mediately and immediately ; 
mediately by willing the permission, immediately by willing 
the fall itself. I should likewise wish these things to be 
reconciled with each other,—how the fall can happen by God 
willing it, and the will of God not be the cause of the fall,— 
contrary to the express word of God: ‘‘ Our God is in the 
heavens : He hath done whatsoever He hath pleased :” (Psalm 
exv. 3 :)—moreover, how God can will the fall, and yet be ‘a 
‘God that willeth not wickedness,” (Psalm v. 4,) since the fall 
is wickedness. The distinctions which are adduced for solving 
the knot, are not satisfactory, as I will demonstrate in the case 
of each of them. For they distinguish between the fall and 
the event of the fall, between the will of the sign and that of 
the good-pleasure, the revealed and the hidden, between the 
fall as a sin and as the means of illustrating the Divine glory ; 
and they affirm that God wills the fall to come to pass, but 
does not will the fall itself; that He wills the fall by the 
will of His good-pleasure,—the hidden will,—that He does 
not will it by the will of the sign,—the revealed and approving 
will; that He wills the fall not as it is sin, but that He 
wills the same as it is a means of illustrating the glory of 
God. 
1. As for the first distinction, it is one in words, not in reality. 
Por Ilo who wills tho fall to happon, wills also tho full; sinco 
He who wills the fall to happen, wills the event of the fall ; 
Ifo who wills the ovont of tho fall, wills tho fall. For tho 
event of the fall is the fall, just as the event of an action is 
the action itself. But if He wills the fall, He is the cause of 
the fall. For He ‘hath done whatsoever He hath pleased.” 
‘Tf any one object, ‘‘ He wills the fall to happen, not by His 
own act, but by that of another,” I reply, that it is impossible 
that God should will the fall to happen by another’s act, and 
not by His own: for it will not come to pass by another's act, 
unless He Himself intervene by His own act, and indeed just 
such an act as that by which another’s act necessarily takes 
place ; otherwise what He wills to take place by another’s act 
will not happen or come to pass by another’s act. But it does 
not at all affect the ratio of the cause, whether God wills the 
fall to happen mediately by the act of another, or immediately 
by His own act. For these are connected mediately,—the 
act of God, the act of another,—that is, of man,—and the 
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fall. The fall proceeds from the act of man, but that neces- 
sarily depends upon the act of God: otherwise it will be 


possible for the act of another not to take place, and so there 
» will be a possibility for the fall not to happen, which yet 


God wills to happen. God, then, is not denied to be the 
cause of the fall, except as the immediate cause: the mediate 
cause He is allowed to be. And so the objection obtains 
which concludes God to be the cause of the fall, and, indeed, 
the mediate cause. For no one ever would be willing from 
any man’s dictwm to conclude God to be the immediate cause 
of the sin perpetrated by man. For such a conclusion would 
be a contradiction in the epithet, as they say in the Schools ; 
unless perchance any one should be treating of the universal 
concurrence of God, by which He concurs with man. to 
produce an act which cannot be produced by man without sin. 

2%. The second distinction of the will, into that of good- 
pleasure and that of the sign, into the hidden and the revealed, 
however it may have place elsewhere, is here notwithstanding 


of no ayail. For the will of good-pleasure is said to be o 


efficacious ; but if God with that willed the fall to come to 
pass, certainly He must necessarily have effected the fall; 
that is, He must be the cause of the fall. For whatsoever God 
willed, with the will, to wit, of good-pleasuro, the same hath 
He done in heaven and on earth; and no one can resist His 
will, namely, that of good-plonsure. But, to speak a little 
about that distinction of the will, I suppose that with perfect 
truth I may declare that neither will is so contrary or opposed 
to the other, as that God may with the one will that to be done, 
which with the other He wills not to be done; and so the other 
way. God wills with the will of the sign and of approval that 
man shall not fall: it cannot be, therefore, that God, by any 
will considered in any way, wills man to fall: for, though 
there may be distinction in the will of God, yet no contradic- 
tion can have place therein. But it is a contradiction if God 
by any act of His will tends towards any object and its con- 
tradictory. . ; 

8. The third distinction, by which God is said to will sin, 
not as sin, but as it isthe means of illustrating His own glory, 
no more excuses God from the efficiency of sin than the pre- 
ceding two distinctions. Tor that affirmation remains true :— 
Whatever God wills He effects: but He wills sin; then He | 


' effects sin:—not, indeed, as such, but as it is the means of 
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illustrating His own glory. But if God effects sin as it is such 
a means, it cannot be but that man commits sin as such. 
For sin cannot exist as a means, unlessit be committed. And 


there is a distinction of sin into unlike and diverse respects, : 


not actually and in reality, but only in consideration. How- 


over, that wo may make a right use of that distinction, ay 


there is truly some sort of use for it, we must say, that God 
permits sin as such, but on that account, because He knew 
how to, and can, make it a means, nay, rather, use it asa 
‘means, to illustrate His glory. So that the ratio of sin, as 
such, may be presented as an objoct for tho permission of 
God,—the cause of that permission meanwhile being both the 
considcration that that sin may be tho means of illustrating 
the Divine glory, and also the appointment that the sin per- 
mitted be in very deed the means of illustrating the same 
clory. Pk 

The simile which you adduce of the ‘“ house subject to 
change and falling,” on many accounts does not fit in. For, 
firstly, in its fall the house is passive: but the fall of man is 
his act; for it is sin. Secondly, that house is not only 
mutable, that is, liable to fall down, but also prone to ruin: 
but man, however able he might be to sin, yet was not. prone 
to sin. Thirdly, that house cannot stand firm, when attacked 
by the winds: but man could preserve his condition, even if 
tempted by Satan. Vourthly, the necessary supports are not 
applied to that house: but man received from God strength 
gufliciont to stand firm against tho assaults of Satan, and 
was supported by the assistance of the Deity Himself, 
Tifthly, the builder foresees the downfall of the house, and 
partly wills it, because, when he could, he did not choose to 
prevent it from falling: God, indeed, foresees sin, but did not 
will it, nay, endeayoured to prevent it by precept and by 
opposing to it grace necessary and sufficient for avoiding sin: 
further than this He ought not to hinder it, lest He should 
vescind what He had instituted. But those ideas do not 
agree together: ‘I will the downfall just to that extent to 
which I will not to prevent it.” For the downfall, and the 
permission of the downfall, cannot at the same time be the 
immediate object of the will: for God cannot be occupied 
about the downfall at once by an affirmative and by a negative 
act of His will. The act of willing the downfall is affirmative ; 
the act of being unwilling to prevent it is negative, taking its 


HXAMINATION oF PERKING’S PAMPULNT, 991 


position between the two opposite affirmative acts, of willing 


the downfall, and willing that it should not take place. But 
it is perfectly true that just so much of causality or efficiency — 


is to be attributed to that builder as there is of will attributed 
to him regarding the ruin of the house. 

But lot tho upplication of the similitude bo considered. 
God left Adam to himself, but not deserted by God: for by a 
triple act He placed under him a prop, as it were, lest he 
‘should sin or fall. He gave a precept, that he might from the 
motive of obedience be unwilling to sin: He added a threaten- 
ing, that ho might be afraid to sin on account of the punish- 
ment that was annexed and would ensue: He interposed His 
grace, that he might by the act itsolf fulfil the intention of the 
precept, and avoid the punishment denounced: moreover, the 
promise given in opposition to the threatening, and sealed by 
tho symbol of the tree of life, we may be allowed to call tho 
fourth prop. But the reason why God left Adam to himself 
was not this, that his power might be proved by temptation ;— 
for from the actual fall his inability to stand cannot, nor could, 
be concluded ;—but because it was fitting that the obedience 
should be tested of him who had been created by God with 
power over his own will, and lord and voluntary source of his 
own actions. Neither was this permission appointed in order 
that it might be made manifest what a creature could do 
during the temporary cessation of tho help and guidance of 
God; as well because the help and guidance of God were not 
wanting to him, as because it was already certain that man 
could do nothing without the general guidance and help of 
God, nothing good also without the special help of His grace. 

That ‘*God was not the cause of that defection,’’ is a theo- 
logical axiom. But, by taking away those acts, you do not 
remove the cause of the defection from God. Jor God maybe 
the cause of sin either by affirmative acts or by negative. 
Affirmative acts you do, indeed, remove from Him; to wit, 
the inclination of the mind to sinning, the infusion of per- 
verseness, and the withdrawal of the gift already conferred. 


But you do attribute to Him a negative act,—the denial or 


non-bestowal of confirming grace; which confirming grace, if 
it were necessary to the avoidance of sin, then by that act of 
denial God was the cause of sin and of Adam’s fall. But if 
you attribute to God the denial or the non-bestowal of con- 


firming grace, not absolutely, but with regard to Adam’s : 


vu 2 


ach rats te Pie Os TR ¢ ie 
Bias pilin bon Sicsseok sa8 | 24 
fink, Ow eee S.2tSs Vi geist) BE eS 5 


dood ef sate oh oy th 

Howie wa debe atiemos aan a 
lord fadtinueey ad ak . 
athoqady vevevib hoe aii -o 


eed fi > 5] yale i iL . 


ml 4 ms = * . «? * a 
regs aS tet 15 y sb LE 19 Di Ghea! } Savis 


eal “.. Bie gird tasonon dh aie 40d dotin 
hao 622 ich se ate binods 5 6 en 2 eer rd es noo @ 4 edpat es 
eas ad tas: oevities i » tie be 8 dt jadtt o2  oysaly a. siecenlll § 


Pat oie B , ote : > ei 5 ‘ ¥ Peering } wa) for ivf {3 Pos deed taba. ad 
ears is Mot hue bonsins sor : 15 (33 = ‘ ; ELPA? SORE DEE 28 oie 2212 to sepor gas 
. _ ' - . _* 

E hat Off Ve Sittin Sul P 3 E PMG a 2 ant ote tet dohh a 


pee ht en: ficta bes dt g t ; g ste ort ) imscutoiog ga ead cata’ be qenly es 
bP ated ct hog OF Ay cHiaio sg : imu os i je eeecor-odd ineh ‘ya80 sat od’. Laitd 


ij Say 2% 
“ [5 tid i Pi Me ay 33 od 7 ; ret iy TOY, LAISW ’ tirade | 9: 
: ; “4 “ tact 3 a P j ? at or : » 6a Pane) ryan 15 J < ul Tak Damas 
; i “4c . 
nae Sw 2 i) ihe: Sree oO “ t a : U TOVMemy] Be SROOR Of {3 [het ali ai 


bepansg dpd—~ ij $ 4 2 ospad te vines is oo y 
odw thi ne ‘ : € iw tel .awob lleb od olden » badd. wide 
P Dat Sire . (Tea . sof 4 insig od olde ereweal 
Se inl i EHGEIIE BW; tats toaces sero sath bie 1 
wt obs a taal F al eviveciy fines aan jad tebe eee 


nem 
we 


‘ 
: Ls i '] 
<I wd a ‘ ~@¢ 
= 1 
nt i ! 
i i HE: 
; 
.. o4 
, } i -tabl 
4 : ees 
+ 
be " ) ft. 
— 


my “28 W. DoloovadaisS wi ‘408: 


a im % = ‘sos 
P : PALO LS PUSS Se si Ff ted. RG ¥ 
ang ro aan hae ee ryghcan ce a 
; i ra 
j 48 Port 
Las ered 
# 
) é 


Se 
y emY y a 
: : 
afral 
: oeuid re ir Ga Cay 
td ‘ {jure 
= 


292, TIT) WORKS OF JAMES ARMINIUS. 


falling away, because he did not scck the help of God, I 
approve of what you say, provided you allow that seeking of 
help to havo been placed within the powor of Adam : other- 
wise it was denied him to seek that also, and so we go on 


for ever. 
THE PARTS OF PREDESTINATION. 


But “there are two parts or kinds of predestination ;” to 
wit, “ election and reprobation ;”” concerning which this must 
be settled, that the one cannot be without the other, and that, 
the one being appointed, the other is appointed also. Other- 
wise predestination might be considered by itself without 
opposition, as if all men universally had been predestinated 
to life. But then there would be no election, which includes 
reprobation, as bound to it by necessary consequence and con- 
nexion. Election and reprobation, however, are opposed both 
affirmatively and negatively. Negatively, since “ election” 

denotes the will of conferring grace and glory; “ reprobation,” 
‘that of not conferring them. Affirmatively, since ‘ reproba- 
tion”? denotes the will of inflicting punishment on account of 
sin. But it is worthy of consideration that God has made 
use of the decree both of election and of reprobation with 
: regard to men considered as sinners. Tor the grace which 
was propared by election or prodestination,is the grace of 
tho remission of sins, and the renewing of the Holy Spirit ; 
: and the glory which God has prepared by tho sume docroo, is 
from the ignominy to which man was exposed by sin. Repro- 
Dation, too, is tho denial of that grace, and tho preparation of 
the punishment due to sin, not as it is due, but as it ig not to 
be taken away by mercy. Which condition of the object as 
well of clection as of reprobation is expressed py Isidorus and 
Angelomus, as cited by you: by the former, when he says 
that the reprobate are forsaken and predestinated to death ; 
and by the latter, when he declares that ‘‘ out of an unfaithful 
people some by gratuitous mercy have been predestinated to 
[everlasting] liberty, but others left in their impiety, and 
damned in everlasting death, by a secret dispensation and @ 


hidden judgment.” 


''HE DEFINITION OF ELECTION. 
The definition of election is obscure on account of a 
absence of a certain word. For it appears as if the ae 
«ilustrate” should have been added, in this way: 10 
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decree of clection is that whereby God has ordained certain 
men to” illustrate ‘His glorious grace in the obtaining of . 
their salvation and hoavenly lifo through Christ.” Otherwise 
the expression would not be complete. But the definition, 
even when filled out in this way, seems to me far from pro- 
perly arranged; its parts not being so disposed-with regard 
to each other as to be mutually fitted together. For “ salva- 
tion” and ‘heavenly life” aro taken as the matter prepared 
by the decree of election; ‘‘certain men” are put as the 
object or subject for whom that salvation has been prepared ; 
the illustration of God’s “ glorious grace ” is the end of election; 
“Christ” is here placed as the means of obtaining that sal- 
vation and life: the whole of which, according to the arrange- 
ment by which they answer to each other, should be placed 
in this order in the definition: ‘‘ The decree of election is that 
whereby God has ordained certain men to obtain salvation 
and heavenly life through Christ, to the praise of His glorious 
grace.” 

In this definition, however, Christ does not seem to me to 
obtain that place which He merits and which the Apostle 
assigns to Him. For Christ, according to the Apostle, is not 
merely the medium by which the salvation already prepared ~ 
by election is obtained, but, as it wore, tho meritorious causo 
in respect of which that election took place, and on account of 
which that grace Las boon prepared. lor the Apostle suys 
that we have been ‘‘ chosen in Christ,” [Eph. i. 4,] as in the 
Mediator by whose blood salvation and lifo havo beon gained 
for us, and as in the Head from whom those benefits flow down 
tous. Jor God loves no one to life eternal, except in Christ, 
who prepared it by His own blood for those who should believe 
upon His name. From which it seems to follow that, since — 
no one can be considered in Christ by God, unless he be . 


_ grafted upon Him by faith, election belongs specially to 


believers, and that those ‘certain men”’ [referred to above] 
are believers. For Christ is in reality a Saviour to no one, 
except He be apprehended by faith. That phrase, therefore, 
“in Christ,” marks the meritorious cause by which grace and 
glory have been prepared, and the existence of the elect in 
Him, without which they could not have been elected in Him. 
Wherefore the definition may be put in this shape: ‘‘ Election ~ 
is the decree of God by which He from eternity has deter- 
mined to justify believers in Christ, and to receive them to life 
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eternal, to the praise of His glorious grace.” But you will 
say, “Then faith is affirmed to belong to the human will, 
and not to be the gift of Divine grace.” I deny that it follows : 
for there was no such assertion in the definition. But the 
cause of faith was not expressed, I allow: that, however, was 
not necessary. ‘T'o the word “belicyers” any one can add, if 
he please, ‘‘ whom He deereed to endow with faith.” But look 
whether in our mode of consideration that decree be the same, 
by which God appointed the justification of believers and their 
adoption as sons, as that by which He decreed to give faith to 
some, but to deny it to others. This does not to me appear 
probable. Yor there are two intentions, both determined by 
“the sure decree of God; their subjects are also discrepant, 
and diverse attributes are assigned to the same. This, I think, 
~ghould have been noticed, in order to a right delivery of the 
order and manner of predestination.” 

To your making the act of the Divine Mind double,—the 
former concerning the end; the latter concerning the means 
to the end, or to salvation,—I have no great objection: but 
what you say about the one being commonly called ‘the 
- decree,” and the other ‘‘ the execution of the decree,” (for 
- go the marginal note has it,) that is by no means evident to 
mo. For cach of these is an act of the decree, as you your- 
golf confess; but an act of the deerce is internal, and prece- 
dent to the execution of it, whether it bo with rogard to tho 
end, or with regard to the means. The passage in Romans 
ix. 11 does not prove what you wish. Tor it does not distin- 
guish “the purpose” from “ election,” nor does it make 
election prior to the purpose of damning and conferring sal- 
vation; but it affirms that ‘the purpose” itself is ‘‘ accord- 
ing to election,” that is, not without election or outside of 
election ; which clearly appears from the very words of the 
Apostle. For so the Apostle has it: ta Kar’ exon rob 
Ocod mpobeors pévy, that is, “ that the purpose of God which 
is according to election might remain :” whence it is apparent 
that “the purpose of God” is described by these words, 
‘which is according to election.” 

In order, however, that this may be more plainly under- 
stood, we must examine, in a few words, the mind and scope 
ofthe Apostle. The Jews objected that, by force of the Divine 
covenant and declaration made to themselves, they were the 


only people of God; and that therefore that honour cannot 


EXAMINATION OF PERKINS’S PAMPHLET. 295 : : 


be taken from them without ignominy and violation of the 
Divine decreé. But they asserted that that honour and that 
title of ‘the people of God” were taken away from them by 
this very circumstance, that the Apostle Paul made only the 
believers on Christ, whom he preached, to be partakers of the 
justice of God and of eternal salvation. For, since they them- 
selves did not believe on Christ, it followed, according to the 
Apostle’s doctrine, that they were aliens from the righteous- 
ness of God and from eternal salvation, and were unworthy 
to be any longer ranged under the name of “the people of 
God.’ But this they accounted to be both absurd and con- 
trary to tho truth, because they esteemed it to be forcign to 
the decree and covenant of God. 

The Apostle replies, that the covenant, decree, or word of 


- God does not on that account become void, but remains firm, 


even though many of the Jews should not be reckoned amongst 
the people of God, because that decree or covenant does not 
comprehend all the Israelites universally without election or — 


distinction : for that decree is ‘‘ according to election,” accord- 
ing to the very utterances of God defining His own purpose. Dees 


For God said, “In Isaac,” not in Ishmael, “shall a seed be 


-yeckoned to thee;” likewise, ‘‘The greater,” Esau, “ shall 


serve the less,” Jacob: in which words of His the Apostle 
says {hat God has declarod most clearly, tut IIo reckons 
among His people, no& the whole offspring of Isanc and 
Jacob, and each individual of them, but those only who should 
be the children of the promise; the children of the flesh 
being excluded. The Apostle then draws from those declara- 


tions of God the solid conclusion, that the purpose of God «=~ 


was according to election, and therefore did not embrace the 
whole of the Israelites universally in its meaning, but, reject- 


ing some, adopted the rest. Whence it follows that it is not i z 


wonderful, nor contrary to the purpose and covenant of God, 
for some of the Jews to be rejected by God, even those who 


in fact are specially excluded by the decree itself according to ~ : 


those utterances of God; such as are ‘the children of the 


flesh,” that is, those who were seeking to be justified by the “a 


works of the law and according to the flesh, Compare © 
Rom. ix. 7-11, and 80-32; and Rom. x. 8-5, and Rom. 


‘iv. 1-8. 


In the passage, Romans vill. 29, those acts are openly dis- 


-tinguished,—the decree, T mean, and the execution of the 
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decree. In tho doereo two acts aro supposed,—forcknowledgo 
and predestination. ‘‘I’or whom He did foreknow, He also 
did predestinate to be conformed to the image of His Son.” 
Tho quostion is, what is tho Apostle’s meaning with regard to 
this foreknowledge or prescience. Some explain it in this 
“manner: ‘‘ Whom He forcknew,” that is, regarded with affec- 
tion beforehand and loved as His own; in which way tho 
simplo word ‘to know” is sometimes used; as, ‘I know you 
not;” (Matt. xxv. 12;) ‘The Lord knoweth the way of the 
-rightcous.” (Psalm i. 6.) Others say that the foreknowledge 
or prescience of faith in Christ is here signified. You assent 
to the former explanation, and reject the latter; and rightly, 
if the passage has that meaning which you suppose. But it 
remains to be seen whether the latter sense of the word “‘ to 
foreknow” may not be so explained as not only not to impinge 
upon the former, but to agree perfectly with it, and in such a 
manner that that former sense cannot be true without this 
latter: which will be evident if it shall be demonstrated that 
God can regard no sinner with affection beforehand and love 
him as His own, unless He has foreknown him in Christ, and 
has regarded him as believing upon Christ. 
In order to the demonstration of this, I proceed thus :—God 
acknowledges no ono from amongst sinners as His own, and 
loves no ono to life eternal, except in Christ and on account of 
—Ohvink ‘Tfolmbh ehowon us iu Tins”? (iph. ies) “Whoroin 
He hath made us accepted in the Beloved ;” (verse 6;) ‘No 
ono shliall soparato us from tho love of God, which is in Christ 
Jesus; (Rom. viii. 89;) ‘‘God was in Christ, reconciling 
the world unto Himself.” (2 Cor. vy. 19.) For if God can will 
[to give] life eternal to any one without respect to the Mediator, 
He can also bestow life eternal without the satisfaction of the 
Mediator. For the actual bestowal of eternal life is no more 
restricted than the volition of bestowing the same. For God 
loves the world, and from that love gives His Son to the 
world as its Redeemer. (John iii. 16.) But that love is not 
the love by which He wills life eternal, as is evident from the 
very expression of John: for he interjoins faith in Christ 
between this love and eternal life. 
Then again, God acknowledges no one for His own in Christ 
and on account of Christ, unless that same person be in 


Christ. For the “is” of the second adject precedes the “is”. 


of the third adject, as they say in the Schools. He who is 
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not in Christ, cannot be loved in Christ. But no one is in 
Christ except by faith; Christ, to wit, dwelling in our hearts 
by faith, and we in like manner being grafted and incorporated 
into Him by faith. “Whenco it follows that God acknowledges 
for His own, and loves to life eternal, no sinner, except as He 
regards him asa believer in Christ, and by faith made ono 
with Him. Which view these testimonies also confirm. 
John i, 12: ‘‘As many as received Him, to them gave Ho the 
dignity ” [or ‘ privilege ’’] ‘‘ to become the sons of God, even 
to them that believe on His name.” But, to whomsoever He 
gives this dignity, to them also, and indeed considered 
uniformly, He decreed to give this dignity: because the decree 
of predestination puts nothing in the predestinated person, 
and therefore there is no internal change of the predestinated, 
intervening between the decree and the actual bestowal of the 
thing destined and prepared by the decree. John iii. 16: 


‘God so loved the world, that He gave His only begotten Son, ? 


that whosoever believeth in Him should not perish, but have ~ 
everlasting life.” And verse 18: ‘‘He that believeth not is ~ 
condemned already.” Galatians iii. 9: ‘‘ They which believe 
are blessed with faithful Abraham.” Hebrews xi. 6: ‘‘ Without 
faith it is impossible for any one to please,” or “to have 


pleased,” God. Wherefore ho is not mistaken who'assorts 


that in this place (Rom. viii.) ‘the foreknowledge or prescience 


of faith in Chyist’ is mennt-—antosd he adda, of tho faith 


which is about to emerge from our own strength, and not of 
that which must be gonerated in us by tho gift of God. 

The same explanation is proved by the following member | 
of the sentence: ‘‘ Whom He did foreknow, He also did pre- 
destinate to be conformed to the image of His Son.” But no° 
one becomes conformed to the image of the Son of God, except 
the man who believes upon Him, Therefore no one has been 
predestinated by God to that conformity, unless considered as 
a believer. Unless, indeed, any one wish to include faith 
itself in that conformity which believers have with Christ : 


' which is absurd; because that faith cannot be attributed to 


Christ at all; for itis faithin Him, and through Him in God; 
it is faith concerning reconciliation, redemption, remission of 
sins: then again, because faith is the means of arriving at ~ 
that conformity. - | . 

But you say, ‘‘ Those who are predestinated to be righteous 
and to be the sons of God, are also predestinated to believe, 
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becauso adoption and rightcousness are received by faith.” I 
deny the consequence; nay, I assert that from that very 
argument quite a contrary conclusion is to be drawn, if one 
and the same act of predestination be considered. Which 
I thus demonstrate :—If adoption and righteousness be re- 
ceived by faith, then those who are predestinated to become 
righteous and sons of God, must necessarily be considered as 
believers. For what is destined for any one by predestination, 
that he will certainly receive. And, indeed, such as he is when 
- receiving it, just such was he considered when predestinated 
to reccive it. The believer receives it, and no one else:. there- 
fore the believer only was predestinated to receive it. Whence 
* again I conclude, that no one is loved by, God to adoption and 
the bestowal of the gift of righteousness, unless he has been 
considered by Himas a believer. You add, “It cannot rightly 
be said that God first foreknows the men that will believe, and 


afterwards predestifates them to believe ; because, with regard » 


to those whom He foreknew as about to believe, He therefore 
foreknew because He decreed that-they should believe.” But 
how is this to the purpose? For such an assertion is not 
made by the defenders of that opinion which I have cited. 
You confound the two kinds of predestination, and join-into 
one two diverse acts. Tho predestination by which God 
decreed to justify and adopt as sons believers in Christ, is not 
the same with that by which Ilo decreed to- bestow fuith by 
certain means upon these and not upon those. For in the 
latter case the deerce is concerning the bestowal of faith ; in 
the former, respecting the justification and adoption of 
believers; which decree, forsooth, on account of the diversity 
of the attribute and the subject, cannot be one and the same. 
Otherwise it is true that “God does not foreknow men about 
to believe, before He has predestinated them to believe.” For 
He foreknew that they would believe by His own gift, which 
gift was prepared by predestination. These ideas, thus dis- 
tinctly explained, may throw some light upon the whole of this 
treatise of predestination. But we will deal with these points 


more fully hereafter near the end, where we will subjoin our 


own notion of the order and mode of predestination. 

But now those testimonies which you quote from the Fathers 
and Schoolmen may very easily be reconciled with what we 
have said; which labour, however, for the sake of avoiding 
prolixity, I will dispense with. I will only say, that the 
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1 explanation of Lombardus,* however true it may be clsewhero, 
yet does not agree with the passage in Rom. viii.. For the ~ 


Apostle there has laid down another end of predestination— a 


“ namely, conformity with Christ—than that which is here laid 


down or adduced by Lombardus, namely, that they should 
believe the word of preaching. I will add, you do not rightly 
conclude, that, because ‘‘ foreknowledge” is in some places put 


by the Holy Spirit for ‘‘ purpose,” therefore it cannot signify — a 


the foreknowledge of faith'in this place of which we are 
treating. | 


THE FIRST ACT IN THE DECREE OF ELECTION. 


~ Moreover, in the decree of election you suppose two acts :— Me 


the one, the purpose of taking into His everlasting love and ~ 


favour, by which assumption men become vessels of mercy 
and honour :—the other, the purpose of saving or conferring 


glory. Not a bad supposition, if all be rightly understood. ah 
Yor the things which God prepares by election, are contained, . 
in grace and glory. But what you say, about “some being 


taken into the eternal love of God by His purpose,” must be ny 
explained respecting the communication of love, by which God ~ 
‘has determined to communicate Himself to some. Bera 
Otherwise, if you understand it of the love of God itself by 
which Ho embraces us, it must bo known that love, in the ; — 


order of nature, precodes that decree, or Divine purpose, by 
which grace and glory are prepared for us,—grace, | say, 
which is the means of arriving at glory. Otherwise, if you 
understand by that word God’s gracious affection toward us 
itself, it coincides with the love of God, and must be prefixed 
as a cause to the very purpose or decree of God. And even 


the order of the predicaments (considered metaphysically) ° 
indicates this: for the purpose or decree is placed in the pre- — 
~ dicament of Action; the gracious affection and love in the 


antecedent predicament of Quality. Thesame thing is evident ~ a | 


from Eph. i. 5, 6, where God is said to have predestinated and 


adopted us “to the praise of His glorious grace.” If grace 


- derives praise from thence, grace must also be placed before . 


those acts as their cause. 


But you are not right in putting as the object of the former 
purpose ‘‘men that are to be created.” For we are not treating 
* «Whom He hath foreknown, them He hath predestinated :’ that is, by = 


grace conferred He hath prepared that they should believe the word preached.” 
—Prrxins’s Works, vol, ii, p, 607, 
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of the subject as it is in itself, (for wo know that the cternal 
purpose of God is antecedent to the actual existence of man 
itsolf,) but as it is the object of the Divine Mind decrecing and 
predestinating. If the object of that purpose be considered 
with that reservation, it is certain that not men to be created, 
but men created and sinners, are the objects of the Divine 


purpose and predestination: which is plain from the love and . 


gracious affection according to which, and the grace to which, 
it takes them. For that love is in Christ; the gracious 
affection of God toward usis in Him. The grace which has 
been provided for us as a means of salvation, has place in 
Christ, and not elsewhere. Which also you have signified 
plainly enough, when you have said that men by that taking 
become ‘‘ vessels of mercy: ”’ which expression has no place 
except where misery, and therefore sin, has preceded. 

But if you are considering the love and gracious affection of 
God as they are in God without any consideration of Christ, 
I shall deny that the purpose and decree of predestination was 
instituted and made by God according to them so considered, 
and I shall require proof from you: which, in my judgment, 
you will not be able to give, as well because the love of God 
towards those who are to be created is uniform towards all,— 
for all were created in Adam without any differonco,—ns 
becauso tho love and gracious affection by which the purposo 
of predostination is carricd out cortainly saves the predes- 
tinated; but by that love and affection which is considered 
out of Christ, tho predestinated are not saved. LI you say 
that the love and gracious affection is one and the same in 


God, whether it be considered out of Christ or in Christ, I : 


grant it: but man to be created, created, and a sinner, is also 
one man only. Created, and persevering in the state of 
creation by obedience, he may be saved by the love and gracious 
affection of God considered out of Christ: as a sinner, he 
cannot be saved, except from the same love and affection con- 
sidered in Christ. If you put the sinner as the object of 
predestination, you ought to add to predestinating grace a 
mode suitable for saving a sinner. If you do not add it, will 
grace considered without that mode suffice ? 

I do not suppose.that you will object, that even that grace 
and love by which a man who is not a sinner can be saved, 
and which has been distinguished from mercy, must be 
considered in Christ, and comes to us on account of, and in 
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respoct of, Him. But if you do make this objection, I shull 
beg you to confirm your dictum. And after all the confirma- : 
tion which you may be able to bring, it will still be lawful to 
say that even Christ Himself is then considered in diverse 


modes; namely, in the one case, as a Mediator preserving 


and confirming the predestinated in the integrity of their 
state; in the other case, as a Mediator redeeming and renew- 
ing the same persons from a state of sin and corruption: and 
I will add, it is not by the former, but by the latter mediation 
that grace and salvation fall to our lot. For He is Jesus, who 
“saves His people from their sins;” (Matt. i. 21;) He is 
“the Lamb of God, who taketh away the sins of the world ;” 
(John i. 29;) He is the Redeemer of the world by His flesh 
offered “for the life of the world,” (John vi. 51,) by the 
destruction of the works of the devil, (Heb. ii. 14,) by the 
reconciliation which consists in the non-imputation of sins. 
(2 Cor. v. 18, 19.) ; 
But that act is “ from the sole will of God,”’ but not “‘ with- 
out respect to evil in the creatures ;” evil, I say, which is con- 
sidered not as the cause moving God to election, but as a 
condition required in the object of that-act. And in this sense 
He does injustice to none, if He does not elect all, because He | 
is undor no obligation to bestow merey on any one. But from 
the right which He has over His creatures, He cannot ordain 
wy one to punislnent without w provision of sin, Lor that 
right is not infinite, as many suppose ; infinite, I mean, in 
such a way that God can by right inflict overy possible act of 
His omnipotence on any creature considered in any manner 
whatever, and without any injustice bring upon the creature 
all things which a creature can suffer from an omnipotent 
Creator. Which may be made plain by this demonstration. 
Every right of God over His:creatures rests either upon His 
own beneficence towards His creatures, or on the creatures’ mis- 
doing towards God, or on a contract entered into between God 
and His creatures. Leaving out of question the right which 
arises from contract, let us deal with the rest.. The right 
which depends either on the well-doing of God or the ill-doing 
of men, cannot exceed a certain magnitude. Man by the 
benefit of creation received from God his existence, as well 
that of nature as that of supernatural grace, in which also 
was comprehended the power of attaining to that supreme 
and. supernatural felicity which God has promised to man 
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under condition of obedience. To which supreme felicity was 
opposed supreme misery, into which the same man would fall, 
by justice and in accordance with God’s right, if he should 
transeress the law of God. Whence the right of God over 
man as a ercature takes its rise, according to which He can 
bako away from hin that vory boing which Ilo gave, and reduce 
him to his original nothing. But from thence He can have no 
right to consign man to ctcrnal punishment, cxcept as having 
become a sinner. 

For these four,—to be, not to be, to be happy, to be miser- 
uhloe,—are so related to each other, that, as it is better to be 
happy than to be, so it is worse to be wretched than not to be. 
And this was what Christ signified, when Ie said, ‘It would 
have been better for that man if he had not been born.” [Matt. 
xxvi. 24.] Wherefore the right of God does not allow Him to 
inflict on man, on whom He bestowed existence, the being 
miserable, except upon the perpetration of that by the opposite 
of which he might have arrived at the felicity opposed to that 
misery. Therefore, in not electing all, He does injustice to 
no one, if the non-elect only go without the good not due to 
them: but if also they are to suffer undeserved ill from non- 
election or reprobation, then injustice is done to them, because 
the right of God over them does not reach to such an extent. 


ln this mannor it seams to mo that this thing is to bo» 


explained: otherwiso one must fall into many absurdities, 
and fix injustice upon God. Which also Augustine in many 
places openly confesses. I will cite one or two instances. 
Book iii. Against Julian, chap. 18: “God is good, God is 
just: He can deliver any without good deserts, because He is 


good; He cannot damn any one without bad deserts, because 


He is just.” Epistle 106 to Paulinus: “If God is believed 
to damn any one not deserving it and guilty of no sin, He is 
not believed to be a stranger to iniquity.” 


THE SECOND ACT, 


_ In the explanation of the second act, I may, with your good 
leave, be allowed to note some things which will be seen to 
be laid down by you without sufficient caution. For when you 
here change the formal reason of the object, and subject man 
to this act as “‘ about to fall,” whom also you have made the 


object of another act as ‘ about to be created,” you seem to - 


me to do so without any cause, For, according to your mode 
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of consideration, men “ to be created” are the object of both 
acts.’ But if all things be'rightly weighed, in both instances 
they are in truth the object, not more in that place than here, 
nor more here than in the former act. Nor was there any 
necd to make use of the future participle, since you aro here 
trouling of an act of the Divino Mind, to which all things 
are present. I will not dwell on the point, that that ordaining 
to salvation depends on the fall ag the occasion of making 
that decree ; wherefore you should have said, not ‘‘ about to 
fall,” but ‘‘ fallen.” But how the act which is the purpose 
of saving and of conforring glory can he tho samo with tho 
act by which the means are subordained by which grace may 
be conferred and manifested, I should wish to be explained: 
likewise, how the second act, the purpose, namely, of saving, 
belongs to the execution and completion of the former,—to 
wit, of the purpose by which God takes some into His love 
and favour. It is true that ‘that act has no” (xponyoupévny) 
‘inward impulsive cause beside the good-pleasure of God,” | 
provided Christ be in due form included in that Divine good- — 
pleasure. Which you, indeed, seem to be willing to do, when 
you say that that act is ‘‘ with regard to Christ the Mediator, 
in whom we are all elected to grace and salvation.” 

But when you explain your meaning in this way,—that we 
avo therefore said to be elocted in Christ to grace und salva- 
tion, ‘‘becauso He is the foundation of the execution of 
election,’—you destroy again what you have said. Tor, if 
Christ be the foundation of the execution of election only, 
then election itself has already been made, in the decree of 
God preceding its real execution, without respect to Christ : 
nor can it be said that we are elected in Him to grace and 
salvation, but only that we, having been already elected with- 
out Christ to grace and salvation, are through Christ made 
partakers of the same. But the Scripture puts Christ as the 
foundation, not of the execution only, but also of the making 
of election itself. For, according to the Scriptures, He is the 
Mediator, uot only by the efficacy of applying, but also by the 
merit of obtaining. Wherefore also, when it speaks of Christ, 
it affirms that grace and eternal life are bestowed upon us, 
not only “through Him,” but also ‘‘on account of Him,”, 
and ‘in Him.” The precise reason was before adduced,— 


. because God cannot loye the sinner to life eternal, except 


in Christ and on account of Christ; the justice of God 
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roquiring that reconciliation be made through tho blood of 
Christ. 

Tho sun of all is this, that both acts—ag woll that of taking 
into the grace and love of God, as that of conferring glory and 
preparing the means necessary to salvation—rest upon Christ 
as the only foundation; upon Christ, I say, ordained by God 
as Priest and Mediator by the blood of His cross, Saviour 
from sins, Redeemer from tho captivity of sin and Satan, and 
the Author and Giver of eternal salvation ; and therefore that 
neither act has regard to men to be created, but both acts to 
men fallen, sinners, and standing in need of the graco of 
remission of sins, and of renovation by the Holy Spirit. 


THE FIVE STEPS OF THE SECOND ACT. 

Those ‘‘five steps” or ‘‘degrees” follow one another in 
excellent agreement,* yet cannot all be cither attributed or 
subordinated to the second act; nay, not even to the first act. 
Tor tho first three—namely, tho appointing a Mediator, the 
promising Him when appointed, and the exhibiting Him when 
promised—precede the whole predestination of men to grace 
and glory, in the order of nature and of causes. For Christ, 
ordained,promised, exhibited,—moreover havingalso performed 
tho office of reconciliation, having obtained eternal redemption, 
-—is the Head of all those who are in Him predestinated to 
Halyation,-—-nob alrondy prodostinated in tho ordor of nature, 
but to be predestinated. Jor Christ is the Head, we the 
wombors, Lo was prodostinated to bo the Load, prior in 
order to our predestination to be His members. He was first 
ordained Mediator ; we then were ordained in Him, to be saved 
on account of Him and into Him. He inverts the order laid 
down by Scripture, who says that God first predestinated 
men, and then appointed Christ as Head to the predestinated. 
But on what grounds many have conceived that inverted 
order in their minds, I do not think necessary to inquire at 
greater length: yet I suppose that those places of Scripture, 
on the one hand, in which God’s love towards men is said to 
be the cause of the mission of His Son, and those places, on 
the other hand, in which Christ is said to gather together in 


* «'The ordaining of a Mediator,—the promising of Him being ordained,— 
the exhibiting of Him being promised,—the applying of Him being exhibited, ot 
to be exhibited,—and the accomplishment of the application.” —PERKINS’s 
_ Works, vol. ii, p. 608, 
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ono tho childron of God und tho oloct, and to conduct thom to 
salvation, have given occasion to a conception of this kind. 
Occasion, I say, not just causo, Lor that love is nob tho cutuso 
of predestination, nor has it any necessary connexion with 
predestination; and Christ is not only the Saviour of those 
who have already been elected and adopted as sons by God, 
but also the Mediator and Head in whom the election and 
adoption was made, ‘This I have alroady inculcated often 
enough. 

“The appointing a Mediator” you do not describe with 
adequate fulness :* for you have omitted the condition of men, 
to which the whole ratio of mediation had reference. And of 
this you might havo been admonished by that passage which 
you have cited from 1 Peteri. 20. For Christ in that very 


place is said to be the fore-ordained Mediator who has redeemed 


us with His own “ precious blood, as of a lamb without blemish 
and without spot, from vain conversation.” 

Whorefore in your definition tho word “sinnors” should 
have been added. For Christ has been ordained Mediator 
between God and sinful men, not between God and men simply. 
Whence also. I may be allowed to confirm what I have 
heretofore asserted concerning the object of predestination. 
For if Christ is the Modiator of sinners, then it follows that 
no one can be loved in Christ the Mediator, except a sinnor. 
No ono, thoroforo, is prodostinatod in Olivist, oxoopl w sinnor, 

“he promise of a Mediator” also you seem to me to con- 
sidor vory confusodly, Lor tho promise is considered cithor 
as a pure revelation of the decree concerning giving and sending 
a Mediator, or as having joined with it the offer of a Mediator, 
to be exhibited with all His blessings. The former is the mere 
prediction of the coming of the Messiah Himself, previous to 
His Mission: the other is the offer of Messiah, actually about 
to come, indeed, but already in God’s decree performing the 
office of mediation, with the gifts obtained by the discharge of 
that office, and belonging to its application. [The promise] 
of a Mediator in this respect is subordinated to predestination. 
But considered in the other mode, though it does not precede 
predestination itself, which is eternal, it yet precedes the 
execution of predestination. The revelation without the offer 


* «The ordaining of a Mediator is that, whereby the Second Person, being the 
Son of God, is appointed from all cternity to be a Mediator between God Himself 
and men.” . A 
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appears in these words: ‘I will give to the world a Mediator.” 
But the offer consists in those words: ‘‘ Believe on the Mediator 
whom I will give to the world, and thou shalt obtain salvation 
in Him.” By that revelation and prediction God pledges 
Ilimsolf to tho world to bestow a Mediator, whother it bolicvo 
or not: but by that offering He requires faith, and by the 
acecss of tho inward persuasion of the Spirit He produces 
faith, and binds Himself to give salvation to the believer. 
Icenco it is apparent that the promise, thus distinctly 
considered, in the former part is only antecedent to the mission 
of Messiah, but in the latter part relates to the execution of 
predestination. <i 
Omitting now that distinction between the promise and the 
offer, let us consider about the universality of the promise and 
the offer taken conjointly andin connexion. That universality 
is not to be measured by faith. For faith is subsequent to the 
promise and the offer, as noting the apprehension and contain- 
ing the application of the promise. Butadistinction must be 
made between the promise and the offer made by God, and the 
act of man that apprehends the promise, which is faith, and 
the act of God that applies to the believer that which Was pro- 
miscd and offered. The promise and the offer extends itself to 
all who have been ealled,—called, I say, by the outward preach- 
ing of the Gospel, whoblor thoy obey Lin (lint cullobh, or not. 
Vox those even wore invitod to the wedding who came not, and 
were therefore judged unworthy by God, with that unworthiness 
by which thoy “vojocted the counsel of God against en 
solves,” and, rejecting it, made themselves “unworthy by thoix 
repudiation of the promise; (Luke vu. 80; Acts xiii. 46 3) not 
with that unworthiness according to which all sinners univer 
sally are unworthy,—-the Centurion, I mean, the Publican, 
and others, who yet are said to have had faith, and to have 
obtained from Christ the remission of their sins. bee 
they are also called “svorthy” in Scripture. (Rev. 11. 4.) Bu 
the passages of Scripture cited by you relate not to the ma 
made, but to the application of the promise by faith ‘ ae 
the second, Matt. xi. 28, which contains only an invitation : 
Christ, a promise of refreshment for “‘rest”’) being Joine 


therewith, as an inducement for them to come, but in reality 7 


rist. 
be performed unless they came to Chris | ths 
opens the promise,” you say, “there 18 joined pm, exhoste 
tion or commandment to belicyo;” and this, you say, "18 more 
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general than the promise.” In this last assertion you aro, in 
my opinion, mistaken. Tor the promise, as made, and the 
command to believe, extend’equally widely. For if the promise 


~ is not made to all to whom the command is given to believe, 


then tho command ig unjust, vain, and usclogs. Unjust, for it 
requires from man that he have faith in the promise,—not 
general faith, that it belongs to others, but special faith, that 
the promise was made even to himself. But the promise was 
not made to him, if indeed the command oxtonds further than 
the promise, Thiscommand is vain; for it is concerning no- 
thing. For it commands to believe, but presents no object for 
faith, the promise being taken away which is the only object of 
faith. Whence the command itself is also useless: for in no 
way can it be performed by him to whom the promise as made 
does not belong. Nay, if he shall endeavour to obey the com- 
mand to believe, he will effect nothing else but to conceive in 
his mind 4 false opinion concerning a falsity. Tor, since tho 
promise was not made to him, he cannot believe it made to 
himself, but only fancy it, and that falsely. But Scripture 
everywhere extends equally the promise and the command to 
believe. Acts ii. 88, 89: ‘“ Repent, and be baptized every one 
of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, 
and yo shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost. For the pro- 
mise las been made unto you, and to your children,” &e. Mat- 
thow xi, 28: Como unto Mo, all yo that Inbour,”’——thoro is the 
command,—“ and I will refresh you” [or, ‘give you rest’”],— 
thoro is the promise, mado to all who arc commanded to como- 


~ John vil. 87,88: “If any man thirst, let him come unto Me,” 


—behold the command :—‘‘He that believeth on Me, as the 
Scripture hath said, out of his belly shall flow rivers of living 
water,”’—behold the promise, made to all who are commanded 
to come unto Christ and drink. Unless, perchance, any one 
wish to join that “drink” tothe promise, in this way: “If any 
man thirst, let him come wnto Me: which if he do, he shall 
drink from Me so copiously that rivers of living water shall be 
ready to flow from his belly.” But it comes to the same thing, 


so far as our present purpose is concerned. 


But you will say that you make the promise narrower than 
the command to believe, not as it is propounded, but as it is 
applied. Right, certainly; but by an improper comparison. 
For as in the promise there are three things to be considered, 
as wo have said before,—the promise as made, faith exercised 

; <2 
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in the promise made, and the bostowal or application of tho 
good promised; so algo in the command there are three things 
included,—tho command itself, the obedience paid to the 
command, and tho roward bostowed on obodicnce. Of theso 
three items each answers to each of the things placed in the 
opposite parallel with it:—The promise as made, to the 
command; faith exercised in the promise, to the obedience 
paid to the command; the bestowal or application of the 
promised good, to the reward conferred on obedience. This 
is the way in which you should have instituted a comparison. 
And if you had done so, you would not have made the 
command more general than the promise, except just in the 
way that a command is to be set down as more general than 
the reward which is given to obedience. And whois ignorant 
that the promise is made to many by whom it is not appre- 
hended by faith? or that the command is laid upon many by 
whom it is not fulfilled? Whence you may perceive that those 
expressions also are improper,—that “the promise belongs 
to believers ;” namely, as applied, not made; for the promise 
made precedes faith. Likewise, “‘The command belongs to 
believers and unbelievers.” To ncither, in truth: for the com- 
mand is prior to faith, demands faith, and prohibits unbelicf. 
But what sort of things aro those which follow? You soom 
to mo, most learned Perkins, to have forgotten your own self, 
nnd to be wllogebhor wnobhor wiv from hiv whom you hive 
set forth in your other published treatises : and I entreat you 
ngvin and again to boar with mo while I candidly and placidly 
demonstrate this. First, then, let us see what coherence that 
which follows has with what precedes. it Vor the elect 
are mingled in the same assemblies with the wicked. 
What then? Does the promise made, on that account, lie 
less widely open than the command to believe ? You will 
answer that it does so, because the promise belongs to the 
elect only, but the command appertains to the elect and the 
wicked. I reply, that the promise, as it 18 made and set forth 
by God, does not’ belong merely to the elect, but also to the 
wicked whom you oppose to the elect; nay, that the command 
ig not set forth either to the elect or to these their opposites, 
except in conjunction with the promise. But I fancy I see 
what you mean; to wit, that, as the promise is not applied 
except to the elect, so it is set forth only to the elect, according, 
that is to say, to the Divine mind and purpose. What this 
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may be Wo shall sce hereafter. But moanwhilo I say tho 
same also concerning the command,—that, as the command by 
which faith is demanded is not fulfilled except by tho elect, 


~ 80 also it is not sot forth savo to the elect, according, that is 


to say, to the Divine mind and purpose.’ For as, in the one 
case, the promise ig set forth to the non-clect without the 
Divine intention of applying what is promised; so, in the 
other, the command is set forth to the non-elect without the 
Divine purpose of fulfilling or performing the command. If, 
on account of the absence of the Divine efficacy, you consider 
the promise as not made to the non-elect; on account of the 
same absence of efficacy you must also deny that the command 
is laid upon the non-elect. The case is the same in both 
instances. But of that more at length a little further on. 
Next, how improperly are ‘‘the elect” opposed to ‘‘the 
impious!” since to the former the reprobate, to the latter the. 
pious, ought to be placed in contrast according to the rule of 
opposition.. But the opposition of the two is absurd in this 
place, where under one of the opposites the other is compre- 
hended. For the word “impious” here comprehends the elect 
also. JF'or you aro treating of those who are commanded to 
repent by the exhortation of Ministers of the word; but 
ropontanco is proscribed only to the impious and fsimnors, 
whether they bo clect or roprobate, though with « contrary 
rouull, Iam spouking of the flrut exhortation topenitonee, 
Thirdly, you seem to me to circumscribe the office of 
Ministers to the solo oxhortation to ponitenco, excluding the 
promise, which is the other part of the proclamation intrusted 
to them, For they say, ‘ Repent, and believe the Gospel: 
for the kingdom of heaven is at hand.” Lastly, what has it 
to do with the matter, whether they know or are ignorant 
“who, and how many, are the elect and those who shall be 
converted?” Otherwise, you will say, they would arrange 
their exhortations accordingly, and would set forth to each the 
things conformable to their state. ThatIdeny. For Christ 
knew and recognised that Judas was reprobate, and yet did 
not arrange His addresses otherwise on that account. 
Preachers of the word ought not to desist from the performance 
of their office towards any congregation, so far as is allowed ' 
them, and as long as there are any willing to hear: but where _ 
they are ejected, or none at all lend an ear to their teaching, 
they are commanded by Christ to depart, and to shake off the 
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dust from their feet as a testimony against them. Whence 
it is apparent that their rule for teaching and exhorting is not 
any inward knowledge which they could possess concerning 
the election of the one and the reprobation of the others, but 
the outward obedience and contumacy of those whom they 
teach, whether they be elect, or whether they be reprobate. 
You add moreover the cause why God wishes those to be 
admonished to repentance who, He saw, would never bring 
forth repentance ; namely, that they may be rendered inex- 
cusable. But this, I say, is not the only end of exhortation, 
not the principal end, not the end by itself, but by accident, 
and the result rather than the end, except in a certain respect, 
‘ gas wo shall soe. Not tho only ond, because there is another : 
—that they may be admonished of thoir duty, and may bo 
invited and incited to faith and conversion. Romans ii. 4: 
“ Knowest thou not that the goodness of God leadeth thee to 
_ repentance ?”~ Likewise, that God may satisfy Himself and 
His love toward His creatures even by that exercise of long- 
suffering and patience. Isaiah v. 1-4: “‘ What more could I 
do to My vineyard?” Romans ix. 22: ‘God endured with 
much long-suffering the vessels of wrath fitted to destruction.” 
Those two ends, also, are far more excellent than that of 
inoxcusability ; theroforo that is not the principal ond. It is 
not tho end by itself, because the cxhortation docs not render 
inexcusable oxcopt when despised and rojoctod: but this 
results from tho exhortation by the wickedness of those who 
gro callod. Nor doos God intond that end, oxcopt as foresco- 
ing that the admonition will be rendered void by the wicked- 
ness, not tho weakness, of those who aro admonished; and 
without having already often invited them to repentance in 
vain; ag it is in Isaiah vi. 10: “Make the heart of this 
people hard,” &e. For a distinction must be made between 
the exhortation when first made, and repeated twice, thrice, or 
oftener; and its last propounding after long contumacy. 
For the former proceeds from graco and mercy towards 
miserable sinners; the latter, from indignation against the 
obstinate, who, having become hardened by their own wicked- 
ness, have rendered themselves deserving of Divine hardening. 
That inexcusability, then, is rather the issue of the admoni- 
tion than the end proposed by God, except against the 
obstinate and those who are incorrigible by reason of their 
voluntary wickedness. And justly, indeed, does this result 
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enstie from ‘the rejection of the admonition, that the same » 
admonition may be. to them the savour of death unto death, 
which they were unwilling should be to them the Bavour of | 
life unto life,—that that which they refused to entertain as 
the remedy of repentance, might act as a testimony of their 
contumacy, in order that they might fall under the just and 
punitive will of God, who have refused to obey His merciful 


- and benevolent will. 


But some one will object that no other end was proposed 
by God in that exhortation made to the reprobate, than that 
they might be rendered inexcusable, both because He has 
determined by the decree of reprobation not to give them 
penitence and faith,—which yet they cannot havo except by 
Ilis gift,—and because God attains no othor end than that of 
inexcusability, and yet is never frustrated in Hisend. ‘Those 
arguments seem to be of some value, and to present no small 
difficulty ; yet if the difficulty can be properly removed by the 
use of the necessary analysis and explanation, beyond doubt 
much light and clearness will thereby be thrown on the whole 
of the matter of which we are treating. I will try to do what 
I can, relying on Divine grace, and depending on the help of 
the Holy Spirit. You, O Perkins, will assist me; and if you 
shall want anything, you will quictly stato what it is. You 
will find, I promise, that I in very truth can both be 
ndmonishod and corrected, and that T yield my suffrage to the 
truth when demonstrated. But I think I shall effect some- 
thing worth doing if I arrango tho soveral arguments with 
the parts of the question in tho form of a syllogism ; and then 
examine the parts of the syllogism by the rule of truth. 

As far as relates to the former argument, it can be arranged 
thug in my opinion: 

“Those to whom God by a sure decree has determined not 
to give repentance and faith,—them He exhorts to faith and 
repentance for no other end than that they may be rendered 
inexcusable: But God has determined by the decree of repro- 
bation not to bestow repentance and faith on the reprobate: 
Therefore, when God exhorts the reprobate to faith and repent- 
ance, He does it for no other end than that they may bo 
rendered inexcusable.” 
. I answer to the proposition, (or major,) 1. That it seems to 
me to rest upon a false hypothesis. For it presupposes that 
God, by the outward preaching of the Gospel, exhorts some to — 
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faith and ropontanco, on whom by a suro decroo Ho has 
determined not to bestow faith and repentance. Which 
supposition seems to me to be at variance with the truth,— 
Firstly, Because it inverts the order of the Divine decrees 
and acts. Wor tho decrce by which God determines to exhort 
some to faith and repentance by the outward preaching of tho 
Gospel, precedes in order the decree of not giving repentance 
and faith. For the former decree belongs to the antecedent 
will of God; tho latter, to the consequent. This can be 
proved by many and most clear passages of Scripture. In 
Isaiah vi., hardening and blinding is denounced against those 
who have refused to obey God, as is evident from chapter v. 
With this the Apostle Paul plainly agrees, in Acts xxviii, 26, 27, 
citing that passage against those of the Jews who believed 
not. Psalm Ixxxi. 11, 12: ‘My people hearkened not to My 
voice; Isracl would not obey Me. SoI gave them up to the 
hardness of thei hearts: and they walked in their own 
counsels.” In Hosea i. the Israclites are not called by God 
‘not beloved,” or ‘‘ that have not obtained mercy,” ‘‘ not the 
people of God,” except after, by the foul crime of unbelicf and 
idolatry, they had merited that rejection. Luke vii. 80: “The 
Pharisces and interpreters of the law rejected tho counsel of 
God against themselves, being not baptized of him.” Acts 
xii. 46: “hen Paul and Barnabas waxed bold, and said, Lt 
wan nocossury that tho word of God should first live boon 
spoken to you: but secing ye put it from you, and judge 
yoursolves unworthy of ovorlasting life, lo, wo turn to tho 
Gentiles.’ In Romans ix. 82, the Jews aro said to have 
‘stumbled on the stone of offence,” because they sought to 
be justified, not by faith in Christ, but by the law. In 
1 Peter ii. 7, 8, Christ is said to be “a rock of offence to the 
disobedient, even to those who stumble at the word.” Whence 
it appears that the decree concerning blinding, hardening, not 
giving the grace of faith and penitence, belongs to the con- 
sequent will of God, depending on prevision of unbelief, dis- 
obedience, and contumacy. Wherefore that proposition— 
the subject being changed into the attribute, and vice versd— 
ought to be thus expressed: “ God determined by a sure 
deerce not to bestow repentance and faith on those who, He 
foresaw, will reject, by their own wickedness and contumacy, 
that preaching of the Gospel by which they will be called to 
faith and repentance.” Nor does it thence follow that God 
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docreed to give faith to those whom Ilo foresaw as about to 
obey.. For far different is the ratio of the acts of Divine 
mercy and justice. For the latter have their cause from men ; 
the former have their occasion, indeed, from men, but their 
cause from God alone. ‘This is the tendency of that passage 
of Augustine: (Ad Simplicianum, lib. i., quest. 2:) “ Esau 
was unwilling and did not run; butif he had been willing and 
had run, he would have attained by the help of God, who also 
would assist him by calling him to will and run, unless by 
despising the call he became a reprobate.” 
Secondly, Because it imputes hypocrisy to God, as if, in His 
exhortation to faith addressed to such, He requires them to be- 
lieve in Christ, whom, however, He has not set forth as a Sa- 
viour to them, the savour of life unto life, to the resurrection, 


“ put as the savour of death unto death, a stone of offence, for a 


cause and a sign which may be spoken against. 

If any one say, that God does not require faith from them, 
but from the elect, who have been mixed up with those repro- 
bate; but that that exhortation by the Ministers of the word, 
who are ignorant which are elect and which roprobate, was 
instituted for them also,—I will reply, that in that case those 
reprobate cannot be called disobedient, because thoy do not 
obey an exhortation not made to them. But if that hypothosis _ 
bo falge, then this argument also which follows is of no weight ; 
for in both it is prosupposed that God oxhorts to ropontanco 
and faith those on whom He has determined not to bestow faith 
andrepontance. For, if Ho doos not exhort such to ropentanco, 
then neither does He exhort them for any end, whether that 
thoy may be inexcusable, or for any other end whatever. 

It presents no difficulty in the way of this answer of mine, 
that reprobation was made from eternity. or it must be seen 
which is the first outward act, cither negative or affirmative, 


upon man or about man reprobated from eternity by the in- 


ward act of God. For the first outward act upon man or about | 
man now actually existing makes him reprobate in act, just as 
the internal act of God makes him reprobate in the mind and 
counsel of God. That is, as is commonly said, wo must dis- 
tinguish between the decree itself and the execution of the 
decree. But itis certain that that man cannot be called repro- 
pate in act, in whom God has not as yet begun to execute the 
decree of reprobation by any external act. 

9. I say that in another way, too, that proposition seems to 
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me to bo not consonant to truth, because it makes the repro- 
bato to become inexcusable, when, by an invorso order, it is 
they who are inexcusable that arereprobated. For reprobation 
is just, and thorofore tho reprobate must bo inexcusable before 
tho act of reprobation,—actually inexcusablo bofore any extor- 
nal act,—forescon or foreknown as inexcusable bofore the do- 
eree of reprobation. If reprobated on account of original sin, 
they are inexcusable on account of this: if reprobated on 
account of unbelief and rojection of Christ, they are inoxcusa- 
ble on account of that unbelief. 

3. I answer to the same proposition, that it is impossible 
that that exhortation which was appointed merely to this end, 
to render the hearer inexcusable, should actually and justly 
render the hearer inexcusable. For the exhortation renders 
inexcusable, not as made, but as rejected: the rejection more- 
over which will render the rejector inexcusable, ought not to be 
unavoidable. Butthe rejection of the exhortation with which 
we are here dealing, is unavoidable. First, because it ismade 
to him with whom God has already been dealing in some ex- 
ternal act of reprobation : but such a man cannot avoid that dis- 
obedience, according to the saying of Christ : ‘‘ Therefore they 
could not believe, because that Esaias said again, He hath 
blinded their eyes, and hardened their hearts,” &e. (John xii. 
39, 40.) Secondly, because it was appointed only to this end, 
that it might be rojected. But that appointment is from tho 
consequent will of God, which always is fulfilled and attains 
its own end. Thercfore that rojection is unavoidable. ence, 
since that proposition is false on a threcfold account, it follows 
that that conclusion is not proved by this syllogism. 

But let us look at the assumption (or minor). For some 
things will have to be said, both about it and by occasion of 
it, which will be not at all unsuitable to our present busi- 
ness. It stands thus: ‘‘But God has determined by the 
decree of reprobation not to bestow repentance and faith on 
the reprobate.” I freely concede that assumption, if rightly 
understood. But in order to its right understanding it is 
- necessary for it to be explained what that non-bestowal or 
denial of faith and penitence is, which has been determined 
by the decree of reprobation. For there is also another 
denial of faith and repentance, which is administered by 
the decree of providence, as that is distinguished from the 
decree of reprobation; between which unless a careful dis- 
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tinction be drawn, it is impossible to avoid error. I say, there- 
fore, it is most plainly declared in tho Scriptures, that faith 
and repentance cannot be had except by the giftof God. But 
the samo Scripture, nay, the very nature of both these gifts, 


— teaches most clearly that that bestowal is made by means of 


persuasion. That is done by the word of God. But persuasion 
ig managed outwardly by the preaching of the word, inwardly 
by the operation or rather co-operation of the Holy Spirit, 
tending to this end, that the word may be understood and ap- 
prehended with a sure faith: which two are almost always 
joined together. For God has ordained to save believers by 
the preaching of the word; and the preaching of the word, 
without the co-operation of the Holy Spirit, is useless, and 
cannot effect anything ; according to what is said in 1 Cor. ili. : 
‘‘ Neither is he that planteth anything, neither he that water- 
eth; but God that giveth the increase.” [Verse 7.] But God 
wills not that His word should be preached uselessly, accord- 
ing to what Isaiah says: “So shall My word be that goeth forth 
out of My mouth: it shall not return to Me void, but it shall 
accomplish that which I please, and it shall prosper in the 
thing whereto I sentit.” (Isaiah ly. 11.) Butit is useless with- 
out the co-operation of the Holy Spirit: wherefore it has that 
co-operation always joinod with it. | 

On this account the Gospel is also called “the ministration 
of tho Spirit ;’’ (2 Cor. iii. 8;) and those who strivo ugninst 
the Gospel are said to resist the Holy Ghost; (Acts vil. 51; 
xiii. ;) not only because they withstand the outward preaching 
ministered at the command and under the leading of the Holy 
Ghost, but also because they strive against the co-operation 
of the Holy Spirit. Whence also some are said to sin against 
the Holy Ghost, (Matt. xii. 81, 32,) as wickedly denying the 
truth of which they are persuaded in their own minds by the 
suasion of the Holy Ghost, pursuing it with hatred, and 
blaspheming it. But this inward suasion of the Holy Spirit 
is twofold,—the one sufficient, the other efficacious: the: 
former, that by which he to whom it is applied can will, and 
believe, and be converted; the latter, that by which he on 
whom it is employed wills, believes, and is converted. The 
former is made use of by the decree of providence, with sure ° 
foreknowledge that it will be rejected by the free will of man ; 
the latter is administered according to the decree of predestina- _ 
tion, with sure foreknowledge that he to whom it is fitted and 
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applied will actually will, boliove, and bo convortod; bocause 
it is just so fitted as God knew to be proper for the persuasion 
and convorsion of him to whom it is applied. 

These statements are in accordance with the opinion of 
Augustine. Whence also the denial of graco is twofold,— 
namely, of sufficient grace, without which man can neither 
believe nor feel repentance ; and of efficacious grace, without 


which he will not actually believe nor be converted. But by | 


the decreo of reprobation sufficient grace is not, to speak 
properly, denied,—because it falls to the lot of many reprobate, 
namely, those who by the external preaching of the Gospel are 
called to faith and repentance,—but efficacious grace, by which 
grace they not only can believe and be converted if they choose, 
but also will will, will believe, will be converted, and surely 
and infallibly will will, will believe, and will be converted. 
Wherefore tho assumption [or minor] has this meaning: 
“God by the sure deeree of reprobation has determined not to 
bestow faith and repentance on some, to wit, by affording to 
them efficacious grace, by which they may certainly believe 
and be converted.” But by that decree He did not deny them 
the grace whereby they might believe and be converted if they 
would. Nay, by another decree—namely, that of providence, 
av ib is distinguished from prodostination—Io appointed to 
bestow on thom faith and repentance by means of suflicicnt 
grace; thut ix, so to boslow thut thoy might be whlo to YUGLIVO, 
by tho strongth givon them by God, necessary and suflicient for 
receiving. God, thon, has determined, by tho decreo of provi- 
dence, by which that outward preaching is ministered to those 
whom God foreknows as not about to bring forth repentance 
nor to believe, to bestow on such persons grace sufficient and 
strength necessary to believe and turn to God. And on this 
appointment rests the inexcusability of those who are called 
by sufficient grace to faith and repentance. But He determines 
moreover not to bestow efficacious grace on these same, and 
that by the decree of reprobation. Their inexcusability, 
however, does not rest upon that negation. Nay, if sufficient 
grace be taken away, they are justly excused who do not 
pelieve and are not converted, because without that they could 
neither believe nor be converted. — 
_ These points, then, having been thus explained according to 
the intention of St. Augustine,—perhaps also according to the 
sense of Scripture,—it follows that it cannot be concluded 
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| that God oxhorts the roprobato to faith and repontance for no 
other end than that they may be inexcusable. For, according 
to tho decree of providonce by which Ile gives them graco 


“suflicient for believing, the exhortation to faith and repentance 


is instituted; and it is to this end, that they in accordance 
with that decree may be led to faith and repentance, and that 
God may satisfy His goodness and grace, and be free from the 
blame of their perdition. But the exhortation is not instituted 
according to the decree of reprobation: wherefore neither 
must the end of that exhortation be measured by the decree 
of reprobation. 

_ The second argument may be thus arranged, and reduced 
into the form of a syllogism: ‘‘God has no end proposed to 
Himself in any deed of His, except that end which He 
attains; for He is never frustrated in His end: But God in 
addressing exhortation to the reprobate attains no other end 
than inexcusability, that they may be rendered inexcusable: 
Therefore God has no other end in view in that exhortation 
addressed to the reprobate.” 43 

I answer to the major, that it seems to me to be simply 
false. For God does not order all His deeds with reference to 
His consequent will, which is always fulfilled ; but administers 


many things according to His antecedent will, which is not, 


always fulfilled. Legislation, the promulgation of the Gospol, — 
promising, throatoning, admonilion, roproving, wro instituted 
according to the antecedent will of God, and Ho requires by 
thogo Ilis actions obedience, faith, repentance, conversion ; 
and to these ends those actions were instituted: yet God does 
not always attain those ends. But the falsity of that proposi- 
tion may be proved by the clearest passages of Scripture. 
God says, ‘I looked that it should bring forth grapes, and it 
brought forth wild grapes.” (Isai. v. 2,4.) ‘‘ How often would 
I have gathered you together, and ye would not!” (Matt. 
xxiii. 87.) “The Lord is long-suffering to us-ward, not will- 
ing that any should perish, but that all should come to 
repentance.” (2 Peter iii. 9.) In Luke vii. 80, the Pharisees 
are said to “ have rejected the counsel of God ”’—which existed 
respecting bringing them to participation in His kingdom by 
the preaching and baptism of John—‘ against themselves.” . 
But truly, though God be frustrated as to that particular end, 
yet He cannot be wholly frustrated as to His end. For if any 
man wills not to be converted and saved, then God has joined 
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thereto and proposed to Himself another end by Tis con- 
soquont will,—that Ife might be glorified in their just con- 
demnation. Wherefore, in order for that proposition to be 
freed from falsity, it must be corrected thus: “God has no 
end proposed by Lis consequent will, which He does not 
attain.” If any man affirm that it follows hence that God 
is cither unwise and not prescient of future things, or impotent ; 
T reply that that does not follow. For God does not always 
propose to Himself an end from His foreknowledge. Further, 


God wills not to use His omnipotence to attain every end ° 


which He proposes to Himself. 
As for tho minor,it scoms to mo also to labour under falsity. 


For God does by that-exhortation attain another end besides , 


that of inexcusability: to wit, He satisfies His goodness and 
love toward men. Add also that, since the inexcusability 


consists not in the exhortation being made, but in its rejec-. 


tion, God cannot Have had that in view, except as foresceing 
- that the exhortation would be set before them in vain. And 
in this way the inexcusability has not been contemplated by 
the antecedent will which administers the exhortation, but by 
the consequent will which punishes the rejection of the 
exhortation. 

Hence, then, it follows that a true conclusion cannot bo 
deduccd from such false premises. he words of Abbot 
Joachim must bo undorstood according to this explanation of 
ours, or they will labour under the same fault which we have 
just noticed in your own expressions. 

Tho command of God whereby He enjoins faith and 
repentance upon those to whom the Gospel is announced, can 
in no wise conflict with the decree of God. For no will or 


volition of God whatsoever can be contrary to any other. Yet , 


a decree may through ignorance be assigned to God which is 


in opposition to a command: some decree of God, also, which 


ig attributed to Him in the Scriptures, may be so explained 
as necessarily to impinge upon a command of God. The 
command by which God enjoins faith upon any one, declares 
that God wills that he upon whom the command is laid should 
Dbolieve. If, now, any one ascribe a decree to God by which 
He wills such an one not to believe, then that decree will be 
contrary.to the command. For it cannot be that God should 
at the same time will contradictory things, in whatever mode 
or under whatever distinction His will be considered. But to 
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believe and not to believe,-—to will any one to belicve, and to 
will the samo man considered in the game modo not to 


- believe,—are contradictory. But of such a kind is the decree — 


by which God ig said to have arranged to deny His concur- 
rence cither of general governance or of special grace, without 
which He knew that the act of faith could not be performed 
by him whom by His command He exhorts to faith. For he 
who wills to deny to any one the help necessary to perform 
the act of faith, the same wills such an one not to believe. 
For he who wills anything in its cause, the same is rightly 
said to will also the effect necessarily proceeding from that 
cause. For, just as it cannot be said that God wills him still 
to exist to whom He denies the act of His conservation, so 
also it cannot be said that He wills that act to be performed 
by any one, to whom He denies His concurrence and help 
necessary for the performance of that act. For the act of 
Divine conservation is not more necessary for man in order to - 
his continued existence, than the concurrence of Divine help 
to his possession of faith in the Gospel. Wherefore, if that 
unwillingness to perform what God enjoins, of which you 
speak, implies a denial of God’s concurrence which is neces- 
sary to the exercise of faith in the promise, then truly it 
conflicts with the command, and can in no way be reconciled 
with it. Tor denial of this kind takos tho form of most gonoral 
and most officiont hinderance; just as nothing is hindorod 
from becoming something, most eflicaciously, by the unwill- 
ingness of the will of creation; and what exists is hindered: 
from further existence by the [non-exercise of the] will of 
consorvation. If, I say, you understand the ‘ unwillingness 
to effect” in that sense, then truly by neither answer of yours 


do you free the will of God from contradiction. 


In answer to this difficulty you say, First, that ‘‘God in His . 
commands and promises does not utter all that He has 
decreed, but only propounds His will in part.” I grant it. 
But I affirm that what God says in His commands and 
promises is of such a kind that He cannot, without contradic- 
tion, ‘be said to will or appoint anything contrary to any 
decree of His: for it is one thing to be silent as to certain 
things willed, and another to will opposite things. That not 


everything willed by God is set forth in a commang, but only 


that which He approves and wishes to be done by us, is certain 
from eyen the most general notion of acommand. But there 
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is no doocreo of God by which Ifo wills anything contradictory 
to that command. 

I wish you would consider how loosely you oxpross what 
follows. For what are those phrases?—that God ‘wills 
something in some;” that God ‘ wills conversion in others, 
and that with regard to approbation, exhortation, and means.” 
If you use those expressions concerning the will of requiring 
conversion, they should have been enunciated differently ; if 
concerning the will of effecting conversion, they should equally 
have been arranged otherwise. In whichever way the mean- 
ing is taken, it is not rightly expressed. But I suppose you 
to speak of the will of effecting, according to which God wills 
not conversion to be operated equally in all, from whom He 
equally and by the same right demands it. For in some He 
wills to effect that’ only by outward preaching, exhortation, 
and sufficient means: (for so I explain it; if according to 
your intention, tightly indeed; if not, I wish you would 
unfold to us what means you here intend :)—but in others He 
wills to effect it by efficacious means administered according 


to the decree of predestination. » Here truly there is no battle — 


of wills, but only different degrees of willing as regards us, or 
rather different volitions of God according to different objects : 
according to which dogrecs, however, Ie cannot bo said to be 
willing and not willing the same object,—willing, to wit, the 
convorsion, wand not willing tho convorsion, of ono wd. tho 
game man; observance being paid to the laws of just opposi- 
tion. Lshould wish it to bo explained to mo how God can 
really from His heart will him to believe in Christ, whom He 
wills to be alien from Christ, and to whom He has decreed to 
deny the necessary helps to faith: for this is not to will the 
conversion of any one. 

To your Second answer I reply, it is not sufficient for you 
to say, that “the revealed will is not contrary to the will of 
good-pleasure (evSoxias) ;” but the business of predestination 
must bo so treated that the will of “ good-pleasure ” may not 
conflict with the revealed will: for so I suppose the terms of 
that opposition should be expressed. Tor the will which you 
style ‘‘the will of good-pleasure” is to be examined by the 
revealed will: wherefore the latter is to be brought into agree- 
ment with the former, not the former to be reconciled with 
the latter. But I should wish it to be considered by what rule 
the revealed will can be distinguished from the “ good- 
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ploasuro,” since tho “ good-ploasuro”’ of God is also vory ofton 
revealed. Yor it is the “‘ good-pleasure” of God that every 
min who soos the Son, and belicvos on Lim, should havo 
eternal life. » Besides, the word eddox/a is always used in 
Scripture for the favourable inclination of God which is styled 
“‘ good-pleasure,”’ not concerning the pleasure of God generally. 
And reprobation cannot be referred to evSoxia: for every 
* good-pleasure”’ of God towards men is in Christ Jesus; as 


‘the angels sirig in Luke ii. 14, "Ev dvOpdrais eddoxia, “ Good 


will amongst men.” As for the passage, Matt. xi. 26, where 
the word evdoxéa seems to be used concerning the pleasure of 
God, by which He has hidden the mysteries of the heavenly 
kingdom from the wise, and revealed them to babes; I reply 
that evdox/a must properly be referred to that concerning which 
Christ gives thanks to the Father: but that is, that He has 
revealed heavenly mysteries to babes. Tor soit is to be read: 
“T thank Thee, O Father, that Thou hast revealed unto babes 
the mysteries which Thou hast hidden from the wise.” Tor 
Christ does not give thanks to the Father because He has 
hidden the mysteries from the wise: for He prayed for. those 
wise men of the world who crucified Him. For ‘the princes | 
of this world” are said to have crucified Him; (1 Cor. ii. 8;) 
and He is said to have prayod for His pcrsccutors, and 
especially for those who crucified Him. 

But how doos the rovoaled will “nlways ugroo with tho will 
of good-pleasure,’—using that expression in its common 
uccoptation— as to tho boginning and tho ond and seopo,” | 
when the revealed will often relates to another object than 
the will of good-pleasure? Andif both relate to the same 
object, there cannot be the same beginning and the same end 
and scope to both; unless God wills also with the will of good- 
pleasure that which He declares Himself to will by His revealed 
will; unless, perchance, “ the same beginning ” be understood 
always to be God, and ‘‘the same end” the glory of God. 
But, that ‘the revealed will of God often scems different 
from, nay, even in appearance contrary to, the decree of God, 
and that, indeed, as to the mode of propounding,” is true, if 
you attribute that “seeming” to unskilful men, and those 
who do not well distinguish the different modes and various 
objects of willing. To those, however, who. look into and 
judge of these matters rightly, those two wills of God appear, 
though different, yet never contrary. 
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As relatos to the death of Hezckiah and the destruction of 
tho Ninevilos, God know that it apportainod to Ifis justico, 


unless He should temper it with mercy, to break off the life of , 


Hozekiah, and to inflict destruction on the Ninevites; which 
right of Lis justico Ifo wished to bo denounced upon thom by 
Isaiah and by Jonah. But God was unwilling to satisfy that 
affection of His justice, except on the interposition of the 
decree of mercy; by which He ordained that neither death 
should be inflicted on Hezekiah nor destruction on the 
Nineyites, unless after having been warned to seek the face of 
the Lord by prayer, and to deprecate the evil; which if they 
did, they should be spared. But He knew that they would do 
so, assisted by the Divine: grace and help, to wit, by which 
He had determined to co-operate with the outward preaching: 
and so He decreed to grant prolongation of life to Hezekiah, 
and to preserve the city of the Ninevites from destruction. 
There is therefore not even a semblance of contrariety in these 
instances. a 
What you say about the human and the Divine will of 
Christ, has nothing to do with our present business. For 
there was a real disagreement between the two; yet this was 
not wonderful, since those volitions did not belong to one 
principle, though they belonged to one Person, embracing in 
{limuolf two naltues, und therefore two wills. Bub low mo 
to add this also, that Christ wished both to be delivered. and 
not to be delivered. or Le suid as @ MUN, “ Wathor, Lot Lis 
cup pass from Mo; ” and Ho corrected Himself as aman, saying, 
Nob My will, but Thine, bedone;” (Matt. xxvi. 89; Luke xx. 
42,;] which plainly must be understood concerning the human 
will, because the will of tho Father and of the Son as He is God 
ig one and the same will, as one nature. I will say in a word, 
that Christ according to the outward man wished to be delivered 
from impending death, but according to the inward man 


subjected Himself to the Divine will. And if you will allow | 


i that it was an affection in Him and desire of 
jas i a volition. or volition follows the ultimate 
judgment of reason and vee E desire follows the antecedent 
j e senses or allections. ' 
ee. nd knew that the Sodomites were devoted ks 
destruction by God’s decree,” the Scripture says not: os : 
could “ pray with faith ” for them, whom he snow to be devote 
to destruction by the irrevocable decree of God, does not seem 
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to me at all probable. For it is not lawful to pray for such: 
for God commands Joromiah not to pray for tho poople whom 
He had already, by His irrevocable decree and consequent will, 
destined and devoted to destruction. For though it be not 
roquired, in praying to obtain anything soover, that » man 
certainly believe that the thing he seeks for will surely be; 


yet it is necessary for the mind of the supplicant certainly to 


believe that God, out of His omnipotence and mercy, both can 
and will do that which is asked, if indeed He knows that it 


will coincide with His own grace. But what God has decreed - 


not to do, and what He has signified absolutely that He will 
not do, this, while that decree stands, He neither can do, nor 


will ever be willing to do; and it is not lawful for a believer to - 


solicit God by prayer for that thing, if the decree of God haye 
been revealed to him. . 

Your Third answeris, that God, like a creditor, “‘cancommand 
what He is unwilling to do Himself.” But there is an equivo- 
cation or ambiguity in the words, “what He is unwilling to 


_ do Himself.” For it may be understood either of the con- 


currence of God which is necessary to the doing of what He 
commands, or of the efficacious concurrence, by which what 
Hoe commands is surely done. If concerning the latter, it is 
true. But there is not even a semblance of opposition or 
coulriuriuty bolwoon those two,—to require or contmand that 
anything be dono, and not to carry it actually into offuct. Tf 
understood of the former, it is not true: for God docs not 
command what Ie denics the help necessary for effecting, 
unless any one by his own fault have deprived himself of that 
grace, and rendered himself unworthy of assistance. For the 
right of the creditor remains, even though the debtor have 
become unable to pay by his own fault. But the matter does 
not stand so in the command by which faith is prescribed: 
for faith in Christ is not included in the debt which man, by 
his primeval creation and appointment in the image of God, 
was bound to pay to God. For faith began to be necessary 
after God transferred the condition for obtaining salyation 
from legal obedience to faith in Christ. d 


THE THIRD STEP. 


The ‘‘ exhibition of the Mediator” is as well that by which 
the Mediator has presented Himself to God the Father as a 
sacrifice for the sins of the world, as that by which the Father 
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offers the Mediator,—when He has performed the office of 
mediation, and obtained the remission of sins and eternal 
redemption,—by His Word and Spirit, to the world reconciled 
through Him. The former belongs to the procuring of redemp- 
tion; the latter, to the application of the same through faith 
in the same Mediator. The former is the execution of the 
destination and promising; the latter coincides with the 
oblation, which we have considered in the promising. But 
that exhibition which is defined by you is not immediately 
antecedent to the application: for there intervencs between 
that exhibition and application the exhibition of a Mediator 
by the Word and the Holy Spizit. ; 

But what you say respecting the virtue and efficacy of the 
price paid by Christ, requires more diligent consideration. 
You say that ‘the efficacy of the price as to its merit and 
operation is infinite ;”” but you distinguish between ‘‘ potential 
and actual efficacy.” And the “ potential” you, so define as 
to make it identical with the sufficiency of the price for the 
redemption of the whole world ; employing, however, a phrase 
hitherto unknown to theologians, who have distinguished 
simply between the efficacy and the sufficiency of the merit of 
Christ. And I know not whether it be not absurdly called 
“ notontial officacy,” because it is contradictory in the epithet. 
For all officacy is ‘‘actual,” as that word has hitherto been 
used by thoologinus. Lowever, pissing over tho plrasos, lot 
us consider tho matter itself. Tho Avrpoy or “‘ price ” of the 
death of Christ is allied to bo univorsal in its sullicioncy,’ 


but particular in its efficacy; that is, sufficient for the . 


redemption of the whole world, and for the expiation of all 
sins ; but that its efficacy does not appertain to all universally; 
which efficacy consists in its actual application by faith and 
the sacrament of regeneration, as Augustine and Prosper of 
Aquitaine express it. If you are of the same opinion, it is 
well, and I have not much to say against it. 

But, if I rightly understand you, you seem to me not to 
acknowledge the sufficiency of that price simply, but with 
the condition added,—‘‘ provided that God had willed it to be 
offered for the sins of the whole world: ” and so what the 
Schoolmen enunciated categorically,—that Christ died for all 
and cach sufficiently,—must, according to your idca, be pro- 
pounded under supposition ; in this sense, forsooth, that 
« Christ’s death would be a sufficient price for the sins of the 
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_ whole world and of more worlds, provided that God had willed 


it: to be offered for all men.” In which sense, truly, the 
sufficiency is simply taken away. For if the dwrpov has not 
been offered and paid for all, then truly it is not a UT pov 
much less sufficient for all. For a Avrpov ig that which has 
been offered and paid. Therefore, the death of Christ might 
be said to be sufficient for redeeming the sins of all men, if God — 
had willed Him to die for all: but the vrpov cannot be called 
sufficient, unless it has actually been paid for all. Wherefore 
also Beza notes an dxupodoyla, “ impropriety of expression,” 
in that distinction, because [the ransom for] sin is said 6 
be simply sufficient, which is not 80, unless under the 
hypothesis . now explained. But truly, my dear Perkins 
Scripture in many places most plainly teaches that Christ 
died ‘for all,” and “for the life of the world,” and that by 
the command and ‘grace of God. But the decree of predesti- 
nation sets no bounds to the universality of the price paid for 
all by the death of Christ. For it is posterior to the death of 
Christ and its proper efficacy. For it relates to the applica- 
tion of the benefits obtained for us by the death of Christ: but 
death is the price by which those benefits were acquired. 
Wrongly, therefore, and in inverse order is it expressed, when 
Christ is said to have ‘died only for the elect and nredente 
nated.” Tor prodostination rosts not moroly on tho donth 
but algo on tho merit of the death of Christ: and therefore 
Christ has not dicd for tho prodostinuted, bub those nro 
predestinated for whom Christ has died, though not all. Tor 
the universality of the death of Christ extends more widely 
than the object of predestination. Whence also it is concluded 
that the death of Christ and its merit are antecedent by nature 
and order to predestination, And what else is predestination 
but the preparation of the grace gotten and obtained for us by 
the death of Christ? and the preparation belonging to the 
application, not to the acquisition itself of grace not yet existing 
For the decree by which God determined to give Christ to 
the world as its Redeemer, and to appoint Him the Head of 
the faithful only, is prior to the decree by which He deter- 
mined to apply the grace gotten by the death of Christ to somo 
through faith by the act itself. 
But, you say, Christ ‘ does not sacrifice for those for whom 
He does not pray, because to make intercession and to sacrifice - 
are conjoincd:” But He does not pray for all, but “only for 
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the elect and believers, (John xvii. 9,) and by praying He 
offers Himself to the Father :” Therefore He does not sacrifice 
for all; and, by consequence, His death is not the dvrpov for 
al mon. 

1 answer, that tho proposition doos not scom to mo in all 
respects true. For the sacrificing is prior to the intercession ; 
—for Ho could not penctrate the heavens to intercedo for us 
in the presence of God, except through the blood of His own 
flosh ;—and in this way prior, that the sacrificing belongs to 
the merit, the intercession to the application of the merit. 
For He is called a Mediator from merit and the efficacy of its 
application. He acquired merit by sacrifice ; for the applica- 
tion He intercedes: He does both asa Priest, but actually 
accomplishes the same application as King and Head of His 
Church. It is, indeed, true that Christ in the days of His 
flesh offered prayers to God the Father with tears; but those 
- prayers were not made for the purpose of obtaining the appli- 
cation of bencfits merited, but for the assistance of the Spirit, 
that He might stand firm in the conflict. But if He also 
offered prayers for obtaining the application, they rested upon 
the sacrifice to be accomplished, as if already accomplished, 
And in this order are the sacrifice and the intercession 
mutually conjoined. 

As relates to the minor, I answer, that Christ prayed also 
for the non-elect. Tor He prayed for those who crucified 
Him, for His enemies, among whom there were also non-elect. 
For “ tho princes of the world” crucified Him, but to most 
of them the wisdom and power of God, which ig Christ, was 
not revealed. Secondly, the prayer of Christ, which is set 
forth in John xvii., was instituted peculiarly for believers and 
those who should believe, and, indeed, to obtain and apply to 
thom the benefits merited for them by the sacrifice of His 
death. He asks for them that they may be one with the 
Father and the Son, as the Father and the Son are one; 
(verse 21 ;) which He could not ask unless the reconciliation 
had actually been’ accomplished, or was considered by God as 
accomplished. But this is not the way with all the prayers 
of Christ. Thirdly, I say that the expression “ world” in that 
passage in John xvii. properly signifies those who rejected 
Christ, when proclaimed to them in the word of the Gospel, 
and who should thereafter reject Him. Which is apparent 
from the opposition: “I pray not for the world, but for 
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_ those whom Thou hast given Me,” whom He defincd as thoso 


who believed and thoso who were about to belicve. In which » 
manner the word ‘‘ world” is used in many other places also. 
John 1.10: . “The world knew Him not.” Johniii.19: “Light 
18 Como into tho world, bub mon loved darlwess rather than 
light.” John xiv.17: ‘The world cannot receive tho Spirit of 
truth.” Joln xvi. 8,9: ho Iloly Spirit “will roprove the 
world of sin,—because they believe not on Me.” John xiy. 22: 
“Tow is it that Thou wilt manifest Uhysclf unto us, and not 
unto the world?” Therefore the amplitude of the sacrifice 
is not to be circumscribed by the narrow terms of the inter- 
cession. 

But I should wish to understand from Illyricus, in what 
way it can comport with the justice of God and the infinite 
value of the sacrifice of Christ, for that prayer to be ‘‘ expi- | 
atory and a canon of sacrifice.” I hold that Christ not only 
did not seek from the Father that He would graciously accept 
His sacrifice, but even could not seek it ; if that is true which 
our Churches with one voice teach and confess,—that God’s 
justice was most fully satisfied by the sacrifice of Christ. 
But this is done in the Popish Mass, to which those words 
allude, ‘‘a canon of sacrifice.” 

But the words containing your conclusion are surprising, 
and contain norightmeaning. For what do you mean by say- 


‘ing that Christ was ‘‘destined to be the Avrpov, or price, by 


the intercession and offering of the Son?” The intercession 
is posterior to the Avrpov: therefore the latter was not dostined 
by the former. ‘The offering is of the ‘‘ price” or ‘‘ ransom ” 
itself; therefore prior to the intercession, and in no way des- 
tinatory of the ‘‘price” itself: but the action is oblatory. 
Moreover the “‘ price” itself, as I have often affirmed, is prior 
to election. Tor election is unto life, which is not except by 
the offering of the price. Unless we say that election is unto 
life not already existing nor then promerited, not even in the — 
decree of God, For “the Lamb” was “slain from the begin- © 
ning of the world.” 
You proceed further, and endeavour to confirm the same 


‘opinion by other arguments; but in vain. For they seem to 


have some verisimilitude, butno truth. You say that Christ ‘‘ig 
the Mediator only of those whose person He represented on the 
cross: But He represented on the cross the person only of the 
elect: Therefore He is the Mediator of the elect only.” . 
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I answer to tho major that it is not part of the essence or 
nature of a Mediator to represent the person of any one. Tor 
Tlo has boon constituted tho Mediator botween two dissident 
parties: therefore as Mediator He represents the -person of 
neither: unless perchance the form of mediation be necessarily 
one which requires that the Mediator should represent the per- 
son of one or the other party. But that form has place in the 
mediation which the justice of God required. Jor it would 
enter into no plan of reconciliation with the world punishable 
for sins, unless a Mediator would be responsible for satisfaction, 
and would actually afford it by right of suretiship. And this 
is what is said in 2 Cor. v. 19, 21: ‘ God in Christ reconciled 
the world unto Himself,” by making Christ to be ‘‘sin””—that 
is, the sacrifice for sin—for the world. And in this sense it is 
truly said, that Christ is not the Mediator except of those whose 
person He represented. I say, in respect of sacrifice: for 
““ovory high priest‘is ordained for men in things pertaining to 
God.” (Heb. v. 1.) A distinction may be made here also be- 
tween the act by which reconciliation is obtained, and the 
actual issue of that act, which is reconciliation. The act ob- 
taining reconciliation is the offering accomplished by Christ 
on the cross: the issue isreconciliation. Inxzespect of the act 
Ho represented our person ;—for we had merited death ;—but 
not in respect of the issue. Vor the effect arising from the 
oblution deponds on tho dignity and excolloney of tho pornon 
of Christ, not on that of us, whose person He represented. 
Nay, if it is allowable to prosont this yob moro distinetly, Twill 
say that Christ represented our person not in respect of the 
act,—that is, of the oblation,—but of the passion. lor Ie 
became a curse for us, and was made a sacrifice for sin. Whence 
it is apparent, that, since all men universally are sinners and 
liable to the curse, and Christ took upon Him the human na- 
ture common to all, it is likely that He represented the person 
of all men. 

1. Bué we sce this in the minor of your syllogism, which is 
as follows: ‘But Christ on the cross represented the person 
of the elect only:” wherein a double blemish meets my view ; 
one of falsity, the other of impropriety of diction. Tor the 


falsity lies in this, that Christ is alleged to have represented | 
on the cross the person of the elect only. My proof is,— 


Seripture nowhere says this; nay, it says the contrary in 


yery many places. Christ is called “the Lamb of God, which 
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, taketh away tho sin of the world ;” (John i. 29;) God is said 


‘S802 to have “loved the world that He gave His Son;” 
(John iii. 16 ;) Christ doclares that Ilo gives His “ flosl for 
the life of the world ;” (John vi. 51;) “God was in Christ, 
reconciling the world unto Himself ;” (2 Cor. y. 19;) Christ 
‘é is the propitiation for the sins of the whole world.” (1 John 
Lis 2,)¢ The Samaritans say, “We know that this is indeed 
the Christ, the Saviour of the world.” (John iy. 42.) $o like- 
wise 1 John iv. 14: “‘But we have seen and do testify that 
the Father sont the Son to be tho Saviour of the world.” It 
is manifest, as well from these passages as from the usage of 
Scripture, that by the word “world” in those places is meant 
simply the whole body of mankind. But, in my opinion, 
there is no place in all Scripture in which it can be shown 
beyond all controversy that the word “world” signifies the 
elect. Christ is also said to have died for all. (Heb. ii. 9, and 
elsewhere.) He is called “the Saviour of all men, specially 


of those that believe;” (1 Tim. iv. 10;) which expression 


cannot, without twisting and injury, be explained respecting | 
conservation in this life. Christ is also styled the “ Mediator 
between God and men;” (1 Tim. ii. 5;) He is said to have 
died for those “without strength,” “for the ungodly,” for 
“sinners.” (Rom, vy. 6, 8.) 

2. ‘lo this may be added what I have before hinted bricfly : 
that tho caso of the wholo human race ix ones all wore 
equally conceived and born in sins, and children of wrath ; 
and thet Christ assumed tho hwnan nature common to all, 
not from Abraham only and David, to whom Matthew traces 
back the genealogy of Christ; but also from Adam, to whom 
Luke goes up. (Luke iii. 88.) He offered, therefore, the flesh 
which He had in common with all. Hebrews ii. 14: “For- 
asmuch then as the children,” &e. He offered, for tho 
common cause and fault,—to wit, for the sin of the world,— 
that flesh, in respect of which there is no difference between 
men: and the Apostle, in Hebrews ii. quoted above, joins 
this cause, ‘‘ That through death He might destroy him that 
has the power of death.” ss 

8. To the same effect may be added the dignity and ex- 
cellence of the Person who was able to offer Avrpov, ‘a price,” 
or “ransom,” equivalent to the guilt of all men universally. 
Let the gracious and tender affection of God toward mankind 
be taken into consideration, which is in the Scriptures called by 


‘ghon So Pg neval ot 


oer 
~ 7 0 stetecl, 
sercaingh felants ff) dit ether 
Wet) 5 Eswwst 386i bm on od 

, ; ? z af 
tty ~ wi Su } Weis ‘ 

“| i] aes 

+ PS - ii 
 f a arngsiA vu if 
; ; 44 
ae rte woes of efor pts 


“: ee cea bare Daa 48 ,teel " " 
tor” es BM Snes .CuRney 
or geal ee ee st LA 


= Formal P 
a é -— —_—-— 

>) - 

as die ag </ jasad ; ‘a 
+ 

hs a 

“4 yz . 
v= oe 4 


a : 
ares <= 
** - 
é =f é ii be z 
> * 
et gi ; 
tr Fy . .2e4 
7 ‘ 
: y ff * 
7 
2 > 
~ 
Soper! tes 
ee ‘ r 
: 
‘ 
. 
rs 
¢ 
i> 
i 


B pasate: everest 
= *yd holies ESI Ge i 


hibit cred pater nahin 
hopes ll ad ryinnenega 3 
~ ead Jt Do Mod tytegs a Yo 0g. . 
Maile t PEO E UT, bigots wpe 
ti 89 * exw iu taf Z : 
Nii = ait _aamtiaag re ; Lob ta shea 
Shisha, teh alin ‘a a 


9 Pes, LR ys: 
/ 
/ 


ougs jebehy ai bol) *-< 18 2 el a. yO 8 at bine gti 

. :* wal of teenld ge iloom qd “Laem oft Ds 7 
? are =i ol beA ibtiw exit toh-—ate 38) oie 
t lo éqeoze teteih and atic oc ere 
a sixy i}. SST 2 ee 8 Leinseotyen 4 


; Pr pt me Sat ces r ye | ' aciolrrd a tear fore 

: KARR SU YAat 7D yi ae | * 
‘aah | bemad i ooGetlndcow togiw yd ae 
CG FAR som isi 2 gi 2ibw 62 Sect © 


* Traite ade al noitaitieanaat: 

«ui shewosrtel some on} : eaves a 
; soso to Peliemenaey 
A ate teatlo ol) wy time ody 0 iaoqhen mm tot 


“ve 


¥, wick? Uetuertss OF aideweniee ae re 
T3O hase Mav” a rere), : 
dix? “ fH edi de a ihe 
ct age a ay Ol sas RS 

ing cect be 4ofis Jatt aa 
xg i they bas aateoont oly 


i P) 2 
H.48 


f 
i 


° 
? 4° ee OE 
os @ebsny TA RIL. & 


n f » i ; is } ve : 
PACTS of}: ao > fe oy ert sae fot aa 
| SLO 70B- a Gis aor." * 39¢hing dial ; 
L - wok iatxqoaqert 22 lig eo ey 
« wy ; ‘ . i as y if tard. ridt ad 
~ : ® : ae 5a 


830 THE WORKS OF JAMES ARMINIUS... 


the general term qiAavOpwria, (Titus ili. 4,) a word which 
denotes generally the love of God towards men: which 
affection cannot be attributed to God, if God pursues any 
man with hatred beyond the consideration of his own desert 
and sin. 

T know that it is replied by some, that God indeed hates no one 
except on account of sin, but has destined to His just hatred, 
that is, reprobated, some without consideration of sin. But 
in that arrangement the order of things is inverted: for God 
does not hate because He reprobates, but reprobates because 
He hates; reprobates the sinner, because the sinner and the 
sin are equally odious and hateful to Him. Hatred is the 
affection in God wherewith He hates unrighteousness and the 
unrighteous, just as there exists in Him love for righteousness 
and the righteous man. Reprobation is an act of God, internal 
in the purpose, but external in the execution; and the act is 


ater than the affection, in the order of nature. But destina- 


tion to hatred, however it may be considered, necessarily has 
these two things precedent to it,—hatred against unrighteous- 
ness, and foresight that a man is about to admit or commit 
unrighteousness by his own fault. ; 

I know, indeed, that that ¢:AavOpwr/a of God is not in every 
respoct oqual towards all men and oach ; but I also deny that 
there is such a difference of that Divine love towards men, 
that Ie has determined not to deal with somo mon oxcopt 
according to the rigour of His law, but with others according 
to His mercy and grace in Christ unfolded by His Gospel. 
According to that rigour He willed to deal with the fallen 
angels; according to this grace with all men fallen in Adam, 
For He has determined to display every good—in which also 
mercy and long-suffering are comprehended (Exod. xxxiil. 19, 
and xxxiv. 6, 7)—in the welfare or salvation of men :—unless 
we are willing to do away with, in great part, that difference 
which most theologians set forth as existing between the fall 
of angels and that of men. For they say that the angels fell 
beyond hope of restoration, but that man can be restored 
entirely: and they assign as the reason, that the angels sinned 
- of their own motion and instinct, but man at the instigation 
and persuasion of a bad angel. Z 

4. Let us add to all these, as the crowning point, the proper 
and immediate effect of the death and passion of Christ; and 
we shall see that none amongst men could be excluded from 
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it. But that effect is, not the actual taking away of sins from 
the one and the other, not the actual remission of sins, not justi- 
fication, not the actual redemption of these and those, which . 
without faith and the Spirit of God do not fall to the lot of 
any one; but reconciliation with God, obtaining from God 
remission, justification, and redemption; by which it has come 
to pass that God now can—since justice, which has been 
satisfied, does not oppose it—remit their sins to sinful men, 
and bestow on them the Spirit of grace: to the bestowal of 
which effects upon sinners He was indeed already inclined 
from compassion. For from that motive He gave Christ as a 
Saviour to the world, but was hindered by justice from the 
actual production of those effects. 

Meanwhile there remains with God His right entire to 
impart those benefits—which are His by nature, which He 
desired from compassion to communicate to sinful men, but, 
justice withstanding, could not carry into effect, and which, 
now that His justice is pacified by the blood and death of 
Christ, He can actually bestow—to whom He thinks fit, and 
under those conditions which He shall prescribe: because He, 
as the injured party, could prescribe the mode of reconcilia- 
tion, which also He did prescribe, consisting in the death and 
obedience of His own Son; and because Ho Himself gayo to 
us Him who was to perform the functions of a Mediator for 
us. But if wo dotormino that any mun is oxcluded from that 
effect, we determine at the same time that God does not 
remit his sins, not because He can but is unwilling, but 
because He cannot, since justice stands in the way,-and 
because He willed not to be able; for He willed that Hig 
justice should be satified before He should grant any one the 
remission of his sins, and He was unwilling that His justice 
should be satisfied in behalf of such an one. And on the 
other hand, if we suppose such a method of mediation as you, 
O Perkins, seem to conceive,—(that not only are the sins of 
all the elect actually taken away from them, and transferred 
to Christ, who, by suffering punishment in their stead, has 
freed them from punishments by that very act; but also that 
obedience has been required from Him, who has performed it, 
and by that performance has merited eternal life, not for - . 
Himself, but for them ; just as if we ourselves had constituted 
Him Mediator. in our place, and by Him had paid our debts 
to God,)—then at the same time it must be laid down, that, 
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j according to the very rigour of God’s justice and law, both 
immunity from punishment and eternal life are due to the 
elect, and that they can demand those benefits from God by 
the right of payment and purchase, without God being able 
- to require of them by any right faith in Christ and conversion 
to Himself. r 
But it is no easy matter to declare how many absurdities 
are attached to both the former and the latter opinion. By 
just one argument I will refute this, and by another that. If 
God was unwilling to be satisfied for the sins of some men by 
the death of His Son, then by no right can faith in Christ be 
required of them, by no right can they be condemned on 
account of unbelief, nor can Christ by any right be appointed 
their Judge. The latter opinion I confute by a most forcible 
argument drawn from the apostolic Scriptures. The righteous- 
ness fulfilled by Christ is not ours as fulfilled, but as imputed 


to us by faith, -so that faith itself is eaid to be “imputed to © 


us for righteousness;” (Romans iv. 5 i) which phrase, 
rightly understood, will throw theclearest light on this whole 
treatise. I conclude therefore that Christ stood in the stead 
of all men universally, in the manner before stated, and not in 
e stead of the elect only. zt ley 
ms nolo an impropriety of expression inthis, that Christ is 
said by you to have “ borne on tlie cross the person of tho 
Gleet,” when no one ix cloct except Iu Christ dead and resus. 
| citated, and constituted the Head of the Church and tho 
Saviour of those who should believe on Him, and obey Him 
to salvation. They were not, therefore, elect, whilst He was 
as yet hanging on the cross,—understand, in the prescience 
of God: therefore neither could He on the cross represent 
the person of them as elect. And therefore also would it be 
improper to say that Christ “ bore the person of the repro- 
bate,” because neither had reprobation a place then. be 
He “bore the person” of men sinners, impious, enemies 
God, without consideration or distinction of election an 
reprobation. It is therefore evident from this answer, that 
Christ cannot, by that argument, be concluded to be the 
Mediator only of the elect; the burden of the Mediator being 
- restricted to the offering accomplished on the cross. — 
; You produce moreover another argument for proving your 
opinion, and say: “ Whatever Christ suffcred and did as a 
- Redeemer, the same have all the redeemed done and suffered 
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in Him and with Wim: But Christ us » Iedeomor diod, royo 
again, ascended, sat at the right hand of the Father: There- 
fore in Him and with Him all the redeomed have dicd, risen 
again, ascended, sit at the right hand of the Father.” ‘Thence 
you subsume, [assume by consequence,} ‘‘ But the elect alone 
die, rise again, ascend, sit at the right hand of the Father, in 
and with Christ:” Therefore “they alone are redeemed.” 
We will inspect and examine each part of the argument in 


‘ order. 


The proposition, or major, of the prosyllogism seems to me 
to labour under a notorious falsity, which also can easily be 


_ demonstrated. For it confounds the passions (or sufferings) 


and actions by which redemption has been accomplished 
and obtained, with the result itself and the application of 
redemption. For redemption denotes not any passion or 


action of Christ, but the result, issue, and fruit of the passion. 


and action. And therefore the passions and actions of Christ 
are precedent to redemption; but redemption is precedent to 


its application. But it is from the application that the 
redeemed are called so. Therefore what Christ suffered and  _ 


did to obtain redemption, this the redeemed havyo not suffered 
or done. Vor they were not redeemed at that time; but by 
those actions redemption was obtained, and thon applicd to 
them by faith, and so at length thoy wero rodecmod. And 
tho vory nature of things oloarly ovinoos Unit the Jtodeomer 
and “the redeemed” are relative terms of unequal valuo; of 
which the former is the foundation, the latter the end, not 


vice versd ; and therefore the cause of the latter is compre- — 


hended in the former, and, indeed, the cause is carried out by 
its efficiency. Whence it follows that the redeemed did not 
do that which the Redeemer effected ; because in that cage 
they would have been redeemed before the act of redemption 
was performed by the Redeemer and redemption obtained. 

If you affirm that you are not considering the redeemed ag 
redeemed, but as men to be redeemed, I reply that it cannot 
in any mode be said with truth that they have done, in and 
with Christ, what Christ did for their redemption. Yor those 
about to be redeemed are neither in Christ nor with Christ: 
therefore neither in Him nor with Him could they suffer or do 
anything. But, you will urge, they suffered and acted in Him 
ag their bail and surety: but, I answer, as the surety 
appointed not by them, but by God for them, and on whom 
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the office of redemption has becnimposed by God. Itis true, 
indeed, that He assumed from men the nature in which 
redemption was to be accomplished: butit was He who offered 
it, not men in Him. But if men are said in a certain respect 
to have suffered in Him, because their nature suffered in the 
person of Christ, you sco that even in this light redemption 
is general to all, who are partakers of the same nature. - 
Perchance you have an eye to those places of Scripture 
where we are said to be dead with Christ, buried with Him, 


_ and to have risen again with Him. (Rom. vi. 8-5.) But your. 


explanation of those passages is faulty, if you suppose them 
to have any pertinence to the matter in hand. For in those 
places the subjects treated are the crucifixion, death, burial, 
resurrection, which we suffer and experience each in his own 
proper person: but these are not meritorious of redemption, 
like the crucifixion, death, &c., of Christ. Then again, in 
those passages the matter discussed is our being grafted into 
Christ by faith, and communion with Him, which belong to 
the application of redemption: but here we are treating of 
the actual obtaining of redemption, and the acts appertaining 
to that. For the meaning of those passages is, that we, being 
grafted by faith into Christ, receive from Him the power of 
the Spirit, by which our old man is crucified, dies, is buried, 
and wo are resuscitated, and rise to a new life. Whence it is 
oevidont that thogo placos havo no roforonco to tho businoss 
in hand. . 

The sense of the assumption, or minor, is right, that Christ, 
performing the office of redemption, has died, risen again, 
ascended into heaven. For He is not a Redeemer before Ho 
offers Himself to the Father for death, and rises again from 
the dead. I say more briefly, that Christ has died and risen 
again, as He is Redeemer, by the imposition and undertaking 
of the office, not by the performance of it. For the death 
and resurrection of Christ appertain to the fulfilment of the 
- office of Redeemer. Hence, then, it is apparent in what 
senso the conclusion may be true. Not in that senso which 
you intend, as if those whom you call ‘‘ the redeemed” had, 


in the person. of Christ, died and risen again; but in the’ 


sense which I explained a little while ago,—the sense, I mean, 
belonging, not to the obtaining of redemption, but to the 
application of the redemption obtained. For Christ is said to 
have “‘entered into the holy place, having obtained eternal 
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redemption ;” (Heb. ix. 12;) which redemption He commu- 
nicates to believers by the Holy Ghost sent down from heayen. 
. These things being thus considered, what you subsume 
[assume by consequence] does not conflict with this opinion 


which I defend. For in truth it belongs to the clect alone, in — 
_ that senso which we have explained, to die with Christ, to 

rise again, to ascend, and to sit on the right hand of the, 
| Father. And they, by reason of the ingrafting into Christ, and _ 


of the application of the benefits of Christ, and of communion 
with Christ, are called “the redeemed.” Rev. v. 9,10: “Thou 
art worthy to take the book, and to open the seals thereof : 
for Thou wast slain, and hast redeemed us to God by Thy 


blood out of every kindred, and tongue, and people, and 


nation; and hast made us unto our God kings and priests: 
and we shall reign on the earth.” So, Rey. xiv. 3. 4, the 
same persons are said to be ‘“‘redeemed from the earth, and 
from among men.’ It is to be remarked, however, that that 


sub-assumption is inconsequent from the antecedents, unless . 


a restrictive particle be added to the proposition of the 
prosyllogism, on this wise: ‘‘ Whatever Christ suffered and 
did, that have all the redeemed, and they only, suffered and 
done in Him and with Him.” , 

What, indeed, you adduce in proof of that sub-assumption, 
is easily admitted by me in that sense which I have explained. 
But what you adduco in oxplanation of your monning, desorves 
animadversion. Jor the sins of those for whom Christ died 
were in such manner condemned in the flesh of Christ, that 
they by that fact are not delivered from condemnation, unless 
they actually believe on Christ. For ‘‘ there is no condemna- 
tion to them which are in Christ Jesus, who walk not after 
the flesh, but after the Spirit.” (Rom. viii. 1.) There isa 
perpetual error in the confusion of dissimilar things, or the 
mixing together of things which should be divided. Tor 
obtaining, and the act itself which obtains, are confounded with 


the application, and the former are substituted in the place ~ 


of the latter, 


‘‘ Thirdly,” say you, “‘ the expiatory victim sanctifies those ; 
for whom it is a victim ; for the victim and the sanctification 


appertain to the same persons; But Christ sanctifies only 
the elect and believers: Therefore Christ is the victim for 
the elect and believers only.” . . 

I reply to the major: The expiatory victim sanctifies, not 
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as offered, but as applied: which is most plainly to be scen 
in the passage cited by you,—Hebrews ix. 18, 14. For 
‘the ashes of an heifer sprinkling the unclean sanctify :” so 
also the “sprinkled” blood of Christ: for which reason it is 
callod ‘tho blood of sprinkling:”’ (ITob. xii, 24:) just as 
those who not only slew the paschal lamb, but also sprinkled 
tho door-posts of their houses with its blood, wore passed 
over by the smiting angel. Further, if that particle, ‘ for 
whom,” signifies not only tho oblation, but also tho fruit and 
utility of the oblation, I concede the major. But we are not 
treating here of the application of the victim Christ, but of 
the offering only, which the Scripture speaks of as made 
simply ‘for men.” (Heb. vy. 1.) Between the oblation, how- 
ever, and the application, or sanctification; it is necessary for 
faith to intervene. Wherefore the offering up of the victim 
was made not for believers, but for men as sinners; yet with 
this condition, that it does not sanctify any but those who 
believe on Christ. Therefore, even if the minor be conceded, 
it cannot be concluded that Christ offered Himself for the elect 
alono, since election itsclf is posterior to that oblation, as 
being made in Christ when offered, dead, raised again, and 
when Ifo had obtained eternal redemption by Tis blood, 

You add morcover that ‘‘ Christ is the perfect Saviour of 
those whom He saves, not by moriting their salvation only, 
. but by effectually working it out.” Who denics this? But 
these two functions and operations of Christ—to wit, the 
recovering, through the blood of Christ, of the salvation lost 
by sin; and the actual communication or application, by the 
Holy Spirit, of the salvation obtained by that blood—are distinct 
from each other. The former is antecedent to faith ; the latter 
requires faith preceding, according to the decree of God. 
Wherefore, although Christ be not said perfectly to save those 
who are not actually saved, yet He is called the Saviour even of 
others than believers, in1 Tim. iv. 10. As to which place, I do 
not see how it can fittingly be explained, except by the distine- 
tion either of salvation sufficient and efficacious, or of salvation 
recovered and applied. The passages which you cite from the 
Fathers, in part have nothing to do with the present business ; 
and in part do refer to it, but teach nothing else than that the 
death and passion of Christ, which are a price sufficient for 
redeeming the sins of all men, actually profit to salvation 
only the elect and belicvers. 
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What you say of the application is correct; but I should 
like you properly to distinguish between it and the things 
which precede it. 

From these things already said it appears, that the decree 
of giving tho Modiator, and of guving believers by tho Mediator, 
is prior to the decree of predestination, by which somo aro 
dostined to salvation in Christ, othors are seb down for con- 
demnation out of Christ. But you say that “the decree of - 
election is the cause and beginning of all saving gifts and 
works in men.” JI allow it, but not as the decree of election, 
but as the decree for conferring grace. But as it is the decree 
of election, it is the cause why grace is bestowed on these 
alone: for it is opposed to reprobation, and necessarily infers 
that. For there is no election without reprobation; and the 
very name of “election” signifies loving (dilection) with the 
separation of those who are not beloved,—at least, not in that 


_ Measure and degree,—and restricts the love to those who are 


called the elect ; others being excluded from the same, who 
are called the non-elect or reprobates. So far, therefore, as 
saving gifts are conferred on any one by that act which is 
called election, it is properly “‘love:” as that bestowal is 
restricted to some, to the exclusion of others, it is called 
“election.” Whence it appears, first, that that loving which 
is according to election would not be less towards the elect 
than it now is, even though it should not be according to 
election, that is, even ghough God should declare the same 
favour and love of His to all men universally. Secondly, that 
they who make the loving in Christ the cause of man’s salva- 
tion, and the only cause, do no injury to grace, even though 
they deny that loving to be according to election, that is, 
restricted to a few by any decree of God. They deny, indeed, 
what is true, but without injury to grace and mercy: for I 
presuppose that they lay down the same love as the cause of 
salvation, which they lay down who urge election. 

I know, indeed, that Augustine, writing against the Pela- 
gians, often says, that ‘‘they who make grace common to all, 
deny grace itself;” but that is not universally true; though 
it is of force against the Pelagians and all those who at that 


‘time made grace universal. Yor they interpreted grace to be a 


gift bestowed equally upon all in their first nature by creation. 

I confess, indeed, that from the universality.of grace certain 

consequences may be deduced, which will show the univer- 
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sulity of graco to bo indirectly opposed to the grace itself by 
which the elect are saved. But it must be known that all 
those consequences will not bear careful examination ; and I 
should wish this to be openly demonstrated by you, O Perkins. 
Vor you will effect much, not, indeed, towards the proof of 
your opinion of which you are here specially treating, but 
towards the confirmation of election and reprobation univer- 
sally. 

But some ono will say, that by the roprobation of some,— 
that is, by election joined with love, (dilection,)—the elect are 
more convinced of the unmerited love of God towards them- 
selves, than if that same love were bestowed by God on all 
without distinction. I grant it, truly, and Scripture often 
uses that argument; but even without that argument the freo 
and unmerited love towards us can be perfectly proved and 
impressed upon our hearts. Whence also it is evident that 


there is no absolute necessity for bringing forward that argu- . 


ment. But I say this not because I should-wish the dogma 
of election not to be taught in the churches ;—far from that ;— 
but in order to demonstrate that the same should be treated 
with modcration, and without offence to the weaker believers : 
who, us soon as they hear that they cannot be sure rospecting 
salvation, unless they believe what is taught about election 
with tho rejection of others, immediatoly bogin lo doubt 
whether the idea which they have hitherto entertained re- 
specting the certainty of salvation is to be ascribed to the 
testimony of the Holy Spirit, or to some sort of persuasion 
and presumption. These things I write from experience. 
And thus far about election :; now let us look at reprobation, 
its opposite. Be 


THE DEFINITION OF REPROBATION. 


Your definition of the decree of reprobation is twofold. 
First, you say that it is “a work of Divine Providence, by 
which God has: decreed to pass by certain men as respects 
supernatural grace, in order to manifest His justice and wrath 
in their due destruction.” In which definition I fancy that I 
can detect four ‘‘slips,” or fallacies, which, most excellent 
Perking, I will point out, if I can, with your good leave. a 
first “slip” is, that you have put “a work” in the place 0 
the genus, when the decree, as immanent in God, can in np 
wise be called “a work,” which is a thing existing outside o 
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tho efficient, aftor the act, and from tho act produced by the 
eflicacity or efficiency of the efficient. I should, therefore, 
Yather have placed “an act” for the genus. | 
The second fault is, that you do not well describe the object 
of that act: for you say that “certain men are passed by,” 
without any mention of the condition required in that object, 
and, indeed, of the fact that those men are sinners. For gin 
is the condition required in the man who is, by reprobation, 
to bo passed by, or, if I may go say, Who ig pass-by-able. 
And this I briefly show by these few arguments. First: The 
' Scripture acknowledges no reprobation of men as enacted by 
God, except that of which the meritorious cause is sin, 
Secondly: Because reprobation is opposed to election, it 
follows, that if Divine election is employed about sinners, 
reprobation also is concerned about the same. But election, 
as I showed before, is employed about sinners. Thirdly : 
Because that supernatural grace which is denied by reproba- 
tion is grace that is necessary to a sinner only,—the grace, 


_-namely, of forgiveness of sins, and of the renewal of tho 


Holy Spirit. Fourthly: Because justice and anger cannot be 
manifested except against a sinner: for whero thore ig no sin, 
there is no room either for wrath or for punitive justice, which 
you must necessarily understand here, Tifthly: Bocause 
destruction is duo to no ono except a sinner; and you say 
that ‘‘the wrath and justice of God are manifested in the due 
destruction of the reprobate.” 

But when I put sin as the meritorious cause of reprobation, 
do not suppose that on the other hand I put justice as the 
meritorious cause of election. For sin is the meritorious cause 
of the reprobation of all sinners universally: and election is 
not only from grace not due, which man did not deserve, but 
also from grace taking away his sinful demerit. But the 
meritorious cause being laid down, the effect is not immediately 
produced, except by the interposition of the will of Him whose 
it is to inflict the due punishment according to the desert of - 
the sin. But He has the power of punishing sin according to 
its desert, or of pardoning it by grace in Christ. Wherefore, 
in both cases, as well in election as in reprobation, the most 
free will of God is put as the proximate and immediate cause. 
If you confront me with the common distinction, by which sin 
is said indeed to be required in the object of the execution, 
but not in the object of the decree itself; 1 reply that just as. 
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God cannot actually pass by or condemn any one without the 
desert of sin, so neither can He will to condemn or pass by 
any one without the consideration of sin. For, as the act of 
justice consists first in volition, then in execution, so also the | 
act of injustice; and the first injustice is to wall evil, the second 
to do the same. Wherefore it is rightly said that the causo 
both of the decree and of its execution is one and the same. 
The third fault is that of obscurity and clumsy expression, 
Tor what can be meant by that phrase, to ‘“‘ pass by as respects 
supernatural grace,’’—instead of, to pass by in dispensing and 
conferring supernatural grace? There is moreover some 
ambiguity in the word ‘‘supernatural.” ‘That is also super- 
natural grace which is addéd to upright nature, raising nature 
up above nature, as well as that which is conferred on corrupt 
nature, correcting the same, and elevating it to heavenly and 
supernatural things. calcio 
~The fourth error is, that you adduce an end which is joined 
by no necessary connexion to the antecedent cause of the 
passing by. For sin is not presupposed to that act, sin does 
not necessarily arise from it: one or other of which, however, 
is required for the necessity of the coherence of that act with 
the necessary end. But if you say that sin necessarily arises 
from that passing by, thon you make God tho author of sin, 
by refusal of the grace without which sin cannot be avoided. 
But if the grace denied by preterition bo not NCCOBBIL'Y to wvoid 
sin, thon man could without it abstain from sin, and so not 


deserve destruction. If he could do this, then that declaration 


of justice and wrath does not arise from that act of the decreed 
preterition. But you know that the parts of the definition 
are bound to each other by a necessary chain, and that that 
end must not be stated in the definition, which, even though 
a certain act is laid down, yet does not arise from the same. 
For that is an end by accident, which therefore ought to be 
absent from a definition which is per se, and conveys absolute 
dge. é 
et us look at the second definition, which perhaps you 
have therefore adduced because you thought the former not 
quite so good. This, then, is as follows: ‘‘ The decree of 
" yeprobation is the will of permitting any one to fall info sin, 
and of inflicting the punishment of damnation for sin.” Jam 
aware that that definition is made use of by the Schoolmen, 


and amongst others by Thomas [Aquinas]; to whose genius 
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and learning I pay as high respect as any man: but here he 
seems to me to be labouring under a delusion ; and that, first, 
because he makes the decree of reprobation precedent to sin,— 
a notion which I have already refuted. Secondly, because he 
attributes that permission to the decree of reprobation, which 
must be attributed to some other decree of more general 
providence. And this I demonstrate thus:—That act which 
is concerned about all men universally, without distinction of 
elect and reprobate, is not an act of reprobation; for in that 
God deals with the reprobate alone. But that act of permis- 
sion by which God allowed man to fall into sin is general, 
and extends to all men universally; for ‘ all” men “have 
sinned” in Adam; (Rom. v. 12;) and all are “ by nature the 
children of wrath:” (Eph. ii. 8:) Therefore that act is not one 
of reprobation, but of more general providence, taking care of 
all men altogether without distinction, and moderating and 
administering their primeval condition in Adam. If you say 
that both are to be joined together,—the permission of the 
fall, and the infliction of punishment; and that so all of that, 
taken as a complex whole, belongs properly to reprobation ; 
I answer, that on that principle that permission according to 
which Adam fell, and in him all his posterity, which is one 
and univocal, is resolved into two difforont ones, and by that 
very thing becomes twofold and equivocal; namely, into tho 
dovroo of reprobation, so fay ng tho reprobate wore allowed to 
fall; and the decree of providence, by which even the elect 
thomselves were permitted to fall. 
Tadd another argument, which in my judgment is quite | 
incontrovertible. Reprobation and election are spoken of 
separately and in opposition, nor does the one exist without 
the other: wherefore.no act must be attributed to the one of 
those, whose opposite, whether affirmative or negative, may not 
be attributed to the other. But no act opposite to that 
permission can be attributed to election. For there is only | 
one act the opposite of that act of permission, namely, preven- 


tion from falling into sin. But no man, and not even one of 


the elect, has been prevented from falling into sin. For even 
the elect themselves sinned in Adam. Therefore neither is ° 


. the act of permission to be assigned to the decree of reproba- 


tion. If you diligently consider this argument, you will sce 
that it hence plainly appears, that that permission is prior 
both to reprobation and to election; and therefore, also, that 
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the decree of permitting is prior to the decree of election and 
reprobation,—prior, I say, in order and nature. ‘That other, 
therefore, remains the property of reprobation; which since 
it presupposes sin, I also thence conclude that the object of 
reprobation is men as sinners. 


THE FIRST ACT OF THE DECREE OF REPROBATION, 


You, moreover, circumscribe the decree of reprobation to 
two acts. ‘‘ The first is the purpose to forsake some men, and 
to manifest justice in them.” But what justice, except 
punitive? If you mean that, then that act is coincident with 
the second,—to wit, “the ordination to punishment.” Others 
distinguish that same decree into the negative act of passing 
by, and the affirmative act of ordination to punishment. If 
that was your meaning, you have expressed it badly. For 
punitive justice is set over ordination to punishment, and the 
freedom of the Divine will over desertion. 

That that desertion, however, has no cause-on the part of 
men, cannot be shown from any place of Scripture, which 
everywhere teaches that all desertion is on account of sin. 
And though this be so, yet it does not follow thence that 
‘‘God’s mere good-pleasure” is not the cause of desertion. 
For it is freo to God to desert, or not to desert, a sinner who 
has deserved degortion, Aud go the will of God is the proxi- 


mato nnd immodinto enuso of desortion; and, indood, in this ° 


respect,—that though He be not able to desert, yot Ile may 
will to desert,—the only cause of desertion. For God arranges 
concerning tho desert of sin absolutely according to His own 
determination, whether He will take it away in His Son, or 
punish it outside of His Son. And what diminution is there, 
I beg, to the liberty of the Divine “ good-pleasure,” (I should 
prefer “pleasure,”) if it be said that He is not able to desert 
one who is not a sinner? just as, through His justice, He 
cannot desert any one except a sinner. And liberty does not 
circumscribe the objects about which God is concerned. in 
willing, but the mode in which He wills to be concerned about 


any object. 


.. T could wish, indeed, friend Perkins, that you attributed no - 


liberty to the will of God which would impinge upon His 
justice. For justice is prior to the will, and is its rule; liberty 
is attributed to the will as its mode. Wherefore also that 
mode is circumscribed by justice. But it will not therefore 
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bo denied that God is most froo as to His will. Tor sineo 
being most freo as to His will consists, not in His willing all 
things, but in this, that whatever He wills He wills freely, 
What injury is it to God’s liberty if Ho be said not to will 
cortain things, because by His justice He cannot will those 
things, since that will is circumscribed not by a superior, 
outside of God, but by the justice of God itself? And in this 
sense the justice of God is called “ the cause of causes, out of 
or beyond which no reason is to be sought;” which also 
obtains in my explanation. For, should any one ask why 
God deserts that man and takes up that, it is answered, 
Because He so wills: but the cause of His willing lies not 
outside of Himself. But tho cause why He can justly will to 
desert any one does lie outside of Himself; and that cause is 
sin; not effecting actual desertion, but deserving it, and 
making the sinner worthy of desertion; and certainly to be 
deserted, if God wills to punish him according to his deserts, 
to will which is left to His own free determination. 

Man is indeed “as clay in the hand of the potter;” but it 
does not thence follow that God may justly do with that clay 
whatever He can do with it by an act of His omnipotenco. 
Te can reduce to nothing that clay created by Himself and 
made man; for it is His by the highost right: but Ho cannot 
lute that same clay, be angry with it, condemn it eternally, 
unloss that mass by its own fault have bocomo sinful, and a 
mass of corruption: as also Augustine explains that passage — 
in Romans ix. of a mass of corruption. 

But you say, “If God by His eternal deeree willed to pass 
by men as sinners only, not as men, then He.does not make 
vessels of wrath, but finds vessels of wrath made so by them- 
selves.” Ireply that there is herea misunderstanding of the 
phrase which the Apostle uses in Romans ix. 22. For, to 
make a vessel to wrath does not mean, to sin, or to render 
oneself deserving of wrath by sin, which truly man did by his ~ 
own fault; but it signifies, to destine to just wrath him who 
has sinned and rendered himself worthy of wrath: which, 
truly, is an act of the Divine judgment, peremptory indeed, 
because it is an act of reprobation, but occupied about the 
sinner, because the meritorious cause of wrath is sin alone. 
If you urge that by the name ‘‘ mass,” according to the force 
of the word, not men created, but men to be created, are 
meant; I shall deny that the force and root of the word imply 
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prociscly that, and shall assort that according to the practice 
of Scripture that word is applied not only to men as created, 
but also to mon as sinners, and received into the graco of 
reconciliation, and transgressing the covenant of grace; as in 
the Prophet Jeremiah: “Is not the house of Israel in Mine 
hand as clay in the hand of the potter ?”” (Jer. xviii. 6.) 

In your third argument you go away from the controversy 
and its true state, contrary to the law of honest disputation ; 
and therefore you do not conclude what is sought, unless you 
will assert that ‘to reject grace” is the same as “ to’sin ;”” 
which two things, indeed, are often distinguished in the Serip- 
tures. Jor the Pharisees were already sinners in Adam, nay, 
and in themselves, before they ‘‘ rejected the counsel of God 
against themselves,” not going to the baptism of John. (Luke 
vii. 830.) The Jews of whom mention is made in Acts 
xiii. 46, were already sinners in Adam and in themselves, 
before they rendered themselves unworthy of the grace of 
God, putting away from them the word of-life. But the 
question hereis, whether God passes by sinners, not whether He 
passes by those whom He sces about to reject grace. Nor “‘ will 
reprobation on that account depend on men,” if God reprobates 
no one, except him that has deserved reprobation and deser- 
tion. For an effect cannot be said to depend upon that cause 
which, when seb forth, does not produco the olfoct. But all 
non aro Hinnora, and tho oloct aro not dosortod. Nay, sin is 
not the cause of desertion, except by the intervention of tho 
damuatory sontonco of tho Judge, by which it is dotorminod 
to punish sin according to its demerit. And who is not aware 
that the sentence depends not on the criminal, but on the 
Judge, even though the criminal has merited that sentence by 
his own act, without which the Judge could neither concerve, 
nor announce, nor execute that sentence ? Nor does it hence 
follow that ‘some choose God, and so are chosen by Him ; 
but others reject God, and are therefore rejected by Him.” 
Tor sin is sct forth as the common merit in elect and repro- 
~ pate,{by the opinion which demands simply that men as sinners 
be laid down as the object of predestination, without tho 
special distinction of sin itself. Pay ; 

But your proof that the foreseen rejection of grace is not 
the cause of desertion, is because “ infants dying out of the 
evangelical covenant have not repudiated grace,” who yet are 
reprobate, and ‘ deserted by God.” But, I say, they have 
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repudiated the grace of the Gospel in their parents, grand- 


fathers, great-grandfathers, great-great-erandfathers, grand- 


fathers’ grandfathers; by which act they have merited that 
they should be deserted by God. For I should wish some golid 
reason to be adduced to me, why—since all his posterity have 
sinned in Adam, and thereby have merited punishment and 
desertion—infants also have not sinned against the grace of 
the Gospel in their own parents, to whom evangelical grace 
has been offered, but has been repudiated by them. For the 
arrangement is perpetual in God’s covenant, that children 
are comprehended and reckoned in their parents. 
_ The fourth argument which you bring forward from Romans 


ix. has nothing to do with our present business. For the 


Apostle there is dealing with the decree by which God deter- 
mines to justify and save, not according to works, but accord- 
ing to faith in Christ, those who are to be heirs of salvation 
and justice ; but not with the decree by which He determines 


' to save these or those, but to condemn others, or by which He 


determines to bestow faith on these, butto deny it to others. And 


this can be most easily demonstrated from the place itself and 


the whole context, and might now be, if time would allow. But 
even if that is conceded,—not granted, however,—that the 
Apostle excludes works from that decree which is hero treated 
of, slill what you intend to prove docs not follow. For 
Augustino intorprots that of works which avo propor to onl 
one of them, not common to both; such ag original gin, in 
Which alrondy both had beon conceived when God spoke to - 
Rebecca. Which interpretation of Augustine is proved to be 
true by this, that the Apostle means that Jacob had done 
nothing good, and sau nothing evil, when it was said to their 
mother Rebecca, ‘‘ The elder shall serve the younger ;” as if 
Hisau by evil-doing had merited to be the servant of his younger | 


brother, who by well-doing had acquired that prerogative for 


himself. And therefore he does not ‘exclude all respect of 
sin ;” of sin, I mean, for which both were equally culpable. 
But “ the will in which Paul acquiesces ” is not that by which 
God determines to adjudge to eternal death any one not a 
sinner, but that by which, from amongst those who are: 


. equally sinners, He bestows mercy on this man, but hardeng 


that man: which expressions, indeed, also imply the pre- 


_ existence of sin. For no one can “have mercy” (misereri) 


on any but the “ miserable” (miseri) : but no one is miserable 
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except the sinner. ‘ Hardening” also has sin for its cause, 
nay, contumacious perseverance in sin. 
But by your last reason you conclude nothing against those 
who put sin as the condition required in the object of predes- 
bination: for thoy allow that “it procecds meroly from tho 
Divine will, that this man is elect, but that man reprobate.” 
And the passage which you quote from the author of the book 
De Vocatione Gentiwn, also supposes sin as previous to pre- 
destination. For he is not sct free, who has not been made 
- captive by sin, and miserable. 


THE SECOND ACT OF REPROBATION. 


For ‘‘ the second act of reprobation” you put “ the ordain- 
ing to punishment;” which you distinguish into simple and 
comparative. But there could have been room for that distinc- 
tion in the contrary act of election also.. For simple (orabsolute) 
election is an assumption into favour; comparative election 
is that by which this man, and not that, is takén into favour. 
In making the cause of simple ordination to be the will of 
God,—yet without exclusion of sin,—you do right.’ For 
it is most true that there is in God one and the same cause 
for willing and for doing what He has decreed ; and the 
relation which sin holds to damnation itself, the same relation 
it holds to ordination also. But it holds with regard to 

damnation tho relation of a meritorious cause: therefore it 
has also the relation of a meritorious cause to ordination. 
And there is no method of reasoning at all probable by which 
tho contrary can be made out. Wherofore it cannot simply 
be denied that ‘‘sin is the cause of the decree of damnation.” 
For though it be not the immediate, proximate, principal 
cause, yet it is the meritorious cause, without which God 
cannot justly ordain any one to punishment. But, that “sin 
does notin regard of order precede in the Divine will that 
prior act” of passing by and desertion, I should wish to be 
_ proved. For in truth there is no passage of Scripture which 
in my judgment contains that: I should like one to be brought 
forward. 

“Comparative ordination is that by which this man, ‘and 
not that, is ordained to punishment, and that, indeed, under 
the like condition.” For God has the power to punish and 
remit sin according to His pleasure: nor is He beholden to 
any man, except in so far as He has bound Himself by His 
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i ‘ 


promises. Hence truly “is shown the liberty of the Divine — i! 


goodnoss,”’ but not heneo only, Jor the same has been 


declared in creation itself and the dispensation of natural — 


benefits, by that very arrangement by which Hoe willed one 
part of Nothing, so to spoak, to bo lioaven, anothor the 
earth, a third the air, and go forth. Moreover He has 
manifested the same “liberty in tho dispensation of super- | 
natural benefits” by creation. For He has adorned some of - 
His creatures with supernatural gifts, as angels and men; 
others, and indced all the rest, He has created without super- 
natural gifts. Add to this, that He displayed the same liberty, 


not in the creation only, but also in the government and 


administration of rational creatures, when He appointed the . 
communication of supernatural felicity according to the sure 
law and pleasure of His own will: from which angels and men 
might understand, that it is free to God to communicate that — 
according to His own choice. For this is manifest from 
the arbitrary prescription of a condition. These points I 
notice, lest any one may suppose that this act of which . 


we treat is the first by which God demonstrated the liberty of © ie 


His will. 

But of those words of yours, ‘And verily, though God 
should destroy and damn all those who are forsaken by Him, 
yet would He not be unjust,” I cannot approve; nor can you, 
if you comparo the foregoing with those expressions. Jor you 
have said that the ordination to punishment was in order 
subsequent to sin; and here you do not interpose sin between 
desertion, tho first act of reprobation, and damnation, which 
is the second: and damnation does not follow desertion 
immediately, but sin. And, to express myself briefly, those - 


~ words contain a manifest falsity. First, because “‘ the Judge 


of all the earth” cannot rightfully “destroy the righteous 
with the wicked ;” (Gen. xviii. 25;) and sin is the sole and 
only meritorious cause of damnation: ‘‘ Whosoever hath 
sinned, him will I blot out from the book of life ;"” (Exod, xxxii. 


33,;) “The soul which hath sinned, it shall dic;” “If thou | — ‘ : 


shalt. have sinned, thou shalt die, and not live.” (Ezek. xviii. 
4, &e.) Secondly, because that desertion is the cause into 
which sin may be resolved, and therefore the cause of sin by 
the mode of removing, or not bestowing, the preventive without 
which sin cannot be avoided. And no slight error is therein 
committed, that, though you do-not presuppose sin to Divine 
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desertion and passing by, you yet subjoin to desertion 
ordination to punishment, without oxplanation of the 
‘coherence of both thoso acts. Which ff you attempt to 
explain, you will fall into no less serious an error; for you 
will make God by that desertion to be the author of sin, as can 
be shown by irrefutable arguments. The illustrations set 
forth by you do not square with the proposition, and therefore 
are inappropriate. Tor it is one thing to slay a beast,—which 


being done, it is no longer a beast, nor miserable,—and to . 


-exclude from a houso any one whom you are not bound to 
admit; and another thing to consign a man to eternal pains, 
which is a far more grievous matter than reducing a man to 

nothing. 

‘The cause of this comparative reprobation [ordination ? ] 
is tho more will of God, without consideration of sin;”’ namely, 
that which may avail in making a distinction, not, however, 
in creating the power itself of ordaining, which, indeed, resides 
in God as Lord and Judge, but cannot be exercised in act, 
except upon a sinner who has merited punishment from the 
equity of the Divine justice. With this distinction of mine 
agrees what you quote from Augustine and Gregory. For 
both of them make sin the meritorious cause of reprobation, 
and set forth sin and sinners in general before the Divine pro- 

destination, but attribute the act of separation to the mero 
will of God. 
Of ‘‘this second act of reprobation” you make ‘‘two degrees, 
~—just dosortion, and damnation on account of sin.” Whence 
it is apparent that you distinguish that desertion which you 
have made the first act of reprobation, from this desertion. 
Yet you do not add what the difference is between those two 
~desertions; which, however, should have been done for the 
sake of avoiding confusion. It may, however, be divined that 
since you have made the former desertion precedent to sin, 
you mean the latter to be consequent upon sin, and arising 
from the desert of sin. The Divine desertion you make to be 
- twofold,—but whether the former kind, which is the first step 
of the second act of reprobation, or whether Divine desertion 
universally, you do not explain. Not the former, in my 
opinion; because that desertion, belonging to the second 
act of reprobation, is on account of sin; and this first 
desertion is put by you as antecedent to sin. Perchance 
it will be the same with the desertion which is the first 
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act of reprobation. If it is so, you cannot escape the 
mark of a confused mothod of troatmont in this placou. But 
Jet us see how you explain that twofold desertion to us. 

The first, you say, is “the denial of help and confirmation, 
and of the second grace, by which the first may be rendered 
effectual to resist temptations and to persevere in goodness ;” 
and this you call ‘the desertion of trial,” and you say that it 
bolongs to those ‘‘ who have not as yot forsaken God;” which 
you prove by the example of the first creature, Adam. But I 
demand of you, my dear Perkins, whether you suppose. that 
that help, that confirmation and second grace, are so necessary 
to perseverance in goodness that without them man could 


not have resisted temptation. If you aflirm this, seo how you 


can excuse God from the blame of sin, who will have denied 
to man, without his fault, the gifts and helps necessary to 
perseverance in good. If you deny it, then truly declare to 
me by what right you call this God’s “desertion.” Can he 
be said to be deserted by God, who is arrayed, ondowed with: 
grace, that makes him agreeable [in the Divine eye], furnished 
with all necessary gifts and helps for perseverance in good, 
and moreover fortified with the very assistance of the Holy 
Spirit of God to resist temptation? If you wish to speak in 
accordance with Scripture, you cannot ewll that “ dogertion,”’ 
But you will say that it is called ‘dosertion” not indood 
siiuply, bub «ard ri, “rolutively,” wid in w certain modo ; 
namely, in so far as God does not bestow efficacious help upon 
him on whom He has conferred all thoso things,—docs not 
bestow actual confirmation in good, nor the second grace 
without which those former graces are ineffectual: which, you. 
say, was apparent from the event, because, if he had obtained 
those also, he would have persevered in good, and would not 
have fallen. And you will produce this passage from 
Augustine,—that ‘God did not desert man as to the ability, 
but as to the will:” for, if he had had the latter, he would 
have stood. ; 

We are here entering, most learned Perkins, upon a most 


" difficult and almost inexplicable discussion: at least, so it 


seems to me, who am as yet a beginner, and not sufficiently 
habituated to those heights of sacred theology. We will, — 
however, venture an attempt, relying on the grace of Him 
who. gives wisdom to babes and eyesight to the blind. You 
will help on your part, that by our mutual conference the 
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truth may the better shine forth. For my purpose has been 
not to write against you, but to you, for the sake both of 
learning and teaching. . 

I see, however, two things which must necessarily be 
explained here: First, about sufficient and efficacious grace : 
Secondly, about the administration and dispensation of both, 
and the causes of that dispensation. 


NOTE BY THE DUTCH EDITOR. 

Herz the author himself has left a gap in his autograph 
MS., which indeed he had at first purposed to fill up, 
when this conference was brought to an end: after- 
wards, however, having weighed the matter more thoroughly 
in his own mind, he did not doit. If we may try to divine 
the cause, we suppose it to have been this,—that, on the one 
side, considering that this subject was full of complicated 
and thorny difficulties; on the other, judging that the whole 
of this distinction was not properly of Divine revelation, 
but rather of human invention; he preferred to occupy 
both his time and the strength of his genius in examining 
the holy oracles of Christ His Saviour, rather than to twist 
himself about in unravelling the intricate trifles of human 
invention. 


- And hitherto, indeed, we have examined your doctrine con- 
cerning predestination. If now you think fit to amend it 
according to our animadyersions, without doubt it can then 
be called ‘‘ neither Manichean, nor Stoic, nor Epicurean, nay, 
-nor Pelagian;” though from this last fault it is free, even as 
it has been propounded by you: but from the other [epithets] 
you cannot be excused with equal ease, to the mind of him 
who shall carefully compare not only your opinion, but its 
consequences also, with the dogmas of the Manichees and 
the Stoics. Some deduce Epicureanism from the same 
opinion, but only by manifold consequences. But I should 
have wished you to vindicate your doctrine, with adequate 
clearness, from those objections. But you attempt that very 
thing by your answer to the various charges or criminations, 
which are customarily fastened upon the doctrine unfolded by 
you. Which “criminations,” with your answers, we will 
consider in their order. 7 


eee En ean td 
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FIRST CRIMINATION, 


{ “That we teach that certain men, and those but few, are 

i Es elected.” 

f It is most true that your opinion does manifestly contain 
that very thing which that crimination lays to its charge.’ 


No notion therefore contrary to your mind and doctrine is 
imagined for you by this objection. It is also true that that 
crimination contains no crime. For Scripture says the same 
thing in the plainest words: “ Many are called, but few 
chosen ;” (Matt. xxii. 14;) and, “Fear not, little flock.” 
(Luke xii, 82.) And you by your answer show most mani- 
festly that nothing false is charged upon your opinion by this 
objection. But truly I do not suppose there is any one who 
would make such an objection against your opinion: for all the © 
heretics whom we have happened to know hold that the elect 
are few: most of them—nay, all of them, if I may dare to 
say so—hold also that those few are “known to God and 
certain; so that their number can neither be increased nor 
'~ diminished, nor any variation made in those who are num- 
bered.” But they offer another explanation of your election, 
contrary to yours or at least disagreeing therewith. Wherefore 
you ought not to have objected that to yourself which cannot 
be objected to you except by a foolish adversary; but you 
ought so to have propoundod that crimination ag it has been 
conceived by those who are opposed to your opinion. For 
they do, not blame this in your tenet, that you hold that 
certain men, and those but few, are chosen by God; but that 
you lay down that “God by a bare and absolute decree, 
without any regard to sin or unbelief, has chosen certain men, 
and those but few; but has by the same decree rejected the 
remaining multitude of men, for whom He did not give Christ, 


advantage.” But something shall be said about that objec- 
-tion under the other criminations adduced by you. 


SECOND CRIMINATION. 


“That we teach that God ordained men to hell-fire, and : 
created them to the end that He might destroy them.” 


In that crimination the word “men” should have been © 
limited, and restricted to certain persons, namely, those that 
were about to perish. For no one attacks you because you 
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undorstand that of all men, since all know that you exempt 


and exclude the elect from that number. Wherefore tho 


crimination should have been propounded thus: “ That wo 
touch that God ordained somo mon, a8 men, without consi- 
deration of sin, to hell-fire, and created them in order that 
Iie might destroy them.” Which crimination is really a 
weighty one, and contains a great calumny, if it is urged 
against you falsely: but if truly, you ought in overy way to 
endeavour to free and exonerate yourself from that accusation 
by a change of sentiment. I allow, however, that you, and 
those who think with you, are not accustomed so to speak. 
But it must be seen whether you do not say what is equivalent 
- thereto ; and if you are proved to use such language, you are 
held convicted of that crime. I now for the time will repre- 
sent those accusers, yet by no means as an accuser myself: 
you must see whether I rightly manage their cause, and con- 
vict you of that crinie. 

He who assigns hell-fire as the punishment for sin, who 
ordains that the first man and in him all men sin, who s0 
governs that first man by His providence that he necessarily 
sins, nor can actually avoid sin, whence both he sins, and all 
in him; He who, lastly, did certainly and irrevocably deerce 
within Tlimself to leave in Adam most of thoso sinnerg who 
sinned in Adam, and to punish sin in them by hell-fire ;—Ho 
moub vightfully in waldo have ordained tocholl-fivo some 
men, nay, most men, by an absolute decree, as men, and 
without considoration of sin, for no desort of theirs. lor 
hell-fire is connected with their sin by the laying down of the 
law sanctioned by that punishment, and by the decree of God 
respecting not pardoning sin to them. Sin is connected 
“necessarily with God’s decree, nay, is dependent on it, so that 
man cannot but sin; otherwise there would be no room for 
that decree. Hence it follows, that since God has ordained 
men to sin, but has absolutely decreed to punish sin in many, 
He has simply destined most men to the fire of hell. 

That you, however, and those who think with you, do thus 
hold each of those particulars, I will demonstrate. First, 
you say, and with truth, that eternal fire is the punishment 
ordained for sin and the transgression of the law. Secondly, 
you say that God ordained that the first man, and in him all 
men, should sin: nor do you only say this, but you also 
adduce as the reason of that Divine decree and appointment, 
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that God might in that way demonstrate Tis justice and 
mercy, in which His glory chiefly consists, for which attri- 
butes there could be no place except through sin, and by 
oceusion of it. ‘Thirdly, you add that God by His providenco 
so arranged the primeval state of man that though, as re- 
garded his own liberty, ho might stand and not full, yet in 
fact he must fall and sin. Which two things are coherent 
with each other; for, in order to God attaining the end of His 
ordination, it is necessary so to arrange the whole affair as 
that that end may thence ensue. But you do not place as a 
foundation for that arrangement the foreknowledge of sin: 
wherefore you must set over the same the omnipotence of God, 


‘ which man is neither able nor willing to resist: which being 


granted, you induce a necessity of sinning. But now to all 
these you superadd the irrevocable decree of God, by which | 
He determines to punish without mercy, by mere and pure 
justice, that sin perpetrated according to that decree. Whence 
I suppose it is most clearly evident, that when that crimina- 
tion is objected to you, no sense is implied in the words which 
is not in accordance with your opinion. 

I will now take in hand the other part of the crimination, in 
which it is objected to you that uccording to your doctrine 
“God croated mon in order that Moe might destroy them,” 
The truth of that accusation appears from this, that you say— 
tliat God orontod mon bo Vhis ond, that Wo might dinpliy in 
these His mercy, in those [is justice, and that indeed punitive, 
(for that is opposed to morey,) and without provision, Wheneo 
it follows that, since punitive justice destroys a man, God 
created some men in order that He might destroy them. 


For punitive justice and man’s destruction are joined together, 


nor can the former be made manifest except by the latter. 
It is evident, then, that in that crimination nothing is objected 
against you which is foreign to your opinion. 

- Nay, truly, I suppose you have wished to spare your opinion, 
since you have objected to it less than it deserved. For it is 
much worse for God to have ordained men to sin, and to have 
created them in order that they might sin, than to have 
ordained them to the punishments of hell, and to have created 
them in order that He might destroy them. For if sin isa 


- worse evil than damnation,—which appears from this, that — 


the former isin opposition to Divine good, the latter to human, 
—then truly it is a more serious affair to ordain any one to 
vou. II. ' AA 


phony: ae 
st inctnate ‘ak Dl 
pe eae pee) ifs Hie (i es 


otco taetg a eniahees gar is 
. ghost B dod setae 


UE A nf S5SQEO bisa vert on 77 r 3 ec 


ralind agua ad) daoar oi 
sro 1g 9ta Nor BT boa : 
 yettiae Jac? Te fusoleniell 
oe ie ‘ YG eae 2 SOMA odd & % 
iad ot eortire sf ridois I U socdtedte ode tsk 
GPHeinwnia hatetiogsed ptz ix: iv. 5 > Sale is oy & of 
ao — THavil et Sr-oe thimen oo OEE 
¥ + oth le 
jecit tec? ae 
ia 29 ata a 


ont (yas § Re: 
ViaeiGn: Jie 


7 renetal 
» i lope eae 
SiG ag'ts 3 
digd. oie. 
nei vig ath oe 
i j ad ee 


854 THE WORKS OF JAMES ARMINIUS. 


sin than to ordain him to hell,—to create any one that he 
might sin than to create him that he might perish. But, if 
one may freely confess the truth, the right expression is,-—If 
man has been ordained to sin, then He cANNoY sIN. Jor gin 
is voluntary, and God’s decree concerning sin infers tho 
necessily of sinning. And if man is created to be condemned 
then he cannot bo condemned by God. For pend rmdict 
is the act of a just judge. But ajust judge condemns none 
but him who is wicked by his own fault without necessity. 


- He is not wicked without necessity and by his own fault, 


who has been created in order that he may sin, and so perish. 

But now let us look into your answer to that second crimina- 
tion. You suppose yourself to rebut and confute the crimina- 
tion by distinguishing a twofold act in reprobation ; but you do 


not do it. Tor you freely allow that ‘‘God by His absolute | 


purpose deserted the creature,” from which desertion sin, 
according to your doctrine, necessarily arises: otherwise you 
cannot connect: punitive justice with that desertion, except 
conditionally,—namely, if it happen that man sins after that 
desertion. You allow, therefore, what is objected to your 
opinion in that crimination ; you do not confute the crimina- 
tion. But you here confusedly mingle the perm ission of the fall, 
and the permission by which God allows any one Jinally to fall 
from bliss. Vor these are not one, nor from the same cause. 
Vor wl havo fallen by Divino permission; bub muny porish 
not finally in the fall: and the permission of the fall is from 
Divine providence, general to all mankind; final permission 
in the fall apportains to reprobation and to some only. And 
when you say that “sin is posterior to God’s desertion and 
permission,” it must be understood concerning that permission 
of providence by which He allowed man to fall into sin, not 
concerning the permission by which He suffers some finally 
to depart from bliss, which belongs to reprobation. For the 
cause of this latter permission is sin,—to wit, the meritorious 
cause, as has already often been said. | 
Let us examine the testimonies which you adduce. In the 
saying of Lombardus,* those “future merits” are to be under- 
stood, which one might have rather than another. But 
common merits, though they be not the moving cause, are 
* «Lombard, the Master of all the Schoolmen, saith, that ‘God hath rejected, 


whom He would, not for any future merits which He did foresee, but yet most 
righteously, though we cannot conceive the reason thereof.’ ’’--PERKINS’S 


Works, vol. ii, p. 612, 
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yet the meritorious cause, and the condition required in the 
‘object of reprobation. So also the saying of Jerome * must 
be understood of the performance of good and evil by which 
“the brothers might be distinguished from each other, not of 
tho sin in which both equally had been conceived: which 
wppcars from what ho says, “ And their cluction and rejection 
does not show the deserts of each, but the will of Him who 
elects and rejects.” In the saying of Anselm what I mean is 
clearly apparent. For he says that “God does justly if He 
rejects sinners.” The sameis also indicated by the expression 
‘ig merciful” used in the other quotation from him.t The 
passages from Thomas [Aquinas] and Augustine} are in 
agreement with these. For the question is not, whether the 
will of God is the cause of election and reprobation, but whether 
it has not previous sin as the meritorious cause of reprobation, 
and as the condition required in the object both of election 
and of reprobation; which according to Augustine’s perpetual 
doctrine is most true; and the word ‘eonyerting” used by 
Thomas, the word ‘‘ drawing”’ employed by Augustine, make 
‘sin precedent to that will of converting and drawing. We 


should examine the testimonies of the other Schoolmen, if 3 S 


their authority were of so much value in our eyes. But this 
I assort, that there is none of those testimonies which excludes 
the sin of Adam and the common sin of all men from the 
~ docreo of prodostination ; nay, some of thom clearly includo 
the same. Jor, where the expressions “grace” und ‘*merey” 
are made use of, there a tacit mention of sin is included. 
It is certain, however, that the “latter ach” § is “ with 
respect to sin;” but to sin not as ordained to be done by any 


prior decree, but as ordained that it might be punished in. 


some according to justice, but might be taken away in others 
by grace, where it had been committed. But that explanation 
does not show that “that crimination is a [very] calumny,” 


unless you at the same time teach that sin did not necessarily | 


* «T€ Esau and Jacob were not yet born, neither had done good or evil, whereby 
they might win God’s favour or offend Him, and if their election doth not show 


their several deserts, but the will of the Elector and Rejector, what shall we - v 


say?” 


+ “No creature is able to search out, why He is merciful to this man rather 


than to another.” 


t “Thomas: ‘Why He clecteth these unto glory, and rejecteth those, He hath ~ 


no reason but the Divine will.’”......" And Augustine upon John: ‘Why He 
draweth this man, and not that, do not desire to judge, if thou wouldest not err.’” 
_ § “That is, in respect of the purpose to damn.?—PERKINS, vol. ii., p. 612, 


pra a Sy Mee 
Gaeeraiy = nas 
opin at) 464. 
ra . \ 
bert ya 9 ‘4 j 
se 
sg" ‘ 
et ate ; ad was nd a 


ie the % ~sdh wht 2 geen nm S29 : Bs 3. 

oinedenas of ot batewey al Gate BY Sade ae 

: es P ito Fe x + 5 fis 7 OFT iey ad & Bo PEL Spe 
r A fe aug S72 nc] . ieee Haney Ase ( S6lie eos wglntt dante 228 sghai “seat # Yo 

4 . ; Ge Jud 74 ‘fy f : ; ni uJ - c ; #29 4! ™ zo ud ad Ledoiw a ow i ae 

tad Tabi ' : is Viiotessr dnote: fade: se 2 

er has ‘ pz: . . vai 

Bis #2 }OLG atiiip - j imo 4 A | tag i$ eovi0 itz batuiegy nood 


areas 


sania i sir Salt at oF weer Io Cres tool ap del PORE 
9% - ee0ild décor beseresy + ie a. of Vewupy onoqgqaa DEY = 
7 _ “oO i 


2H86 $2 rn | oledviest of oe. plolowls gabletegmiialh ag 
sa the beets 6, af 4) inivada tut? wolle-ginodt goog ual * mb 
” eages . | siiw, vist “surinexs ef} febiqasieg . 
ip wisilgo : x98) irae ( .eartiseh tax 7 0b goiB 


; ‘ 72 ery sya ay BU ITLETEy iys nireo ne 
7 (0 ee 
- : 5 g ’ olla it as 
pan +. a : cr acitentnrn ne nd rere 
h si Yibsestios ssed goy tet 


. ; ‘ vw : eNO att fh iti 
: sts . i 2 ME ots sell wt. Vest ee : 
cal : Hind ; malaaianug oubeitl ot sitll oat Tin 


4 


: i ‘ = 
iit : > AE ig < - 
oo Raut , fi : * : B} a <ilanilt Joy 
“agai ] ; on ,eoiehe roid OFEET, 5 or 
i -d at 7 } rate | ait ‘| ly ees 
eee ; a too ei \sia Li Abi fxs fit told 2 
; oT t oy 0 ’ fj S 
| Os an 
te: = y rd 
E 3 Pr 
\- D> fi EPS os) 
; eg 
“a t 7 Sfyre 7 
s a 2 ae 


mi ? 7 yx) savin ind Ba i ane 
| | SUR BE tot: 
i wha)? wage Gy cade, ee 
| ff wal jdgter oxo daidy \ 
; ; wt 90 te? doe i fee 
| oS oa goth ina a 
| | wctisodel ody The Oe sehull gal 
asso.) dotriw atiteus aieaw? ae sat gaara 


{ 


356 "IM WORKS Ol JAMBS ARMINIUS. 


wriso from that decree of reprobation or from any other 
whatever. ' 


The “second answer” consists in words only. J'or an act 


is not excused on account of its end, if it be unjust. It is 


unjust to destroy man without sin ; and this remains unjust, 
even though any one say that this is done “‘ for the declaration 
of judgment,” or ‘ to declare judgment ;” and what is added, 
—that this is done to ‘‘ declare judgment in just destruction,” 
—seems nonsense, because it cannot be just unless it is 


Gnflicted on gin. What is added,—that ‘‘ God wills to punish 


man by just destruction, not as such, but as he is a sinner,”"— 


_ obtains the force of a solid answer, if it be granted that man 


- 


has sinned freely and not necessarily. For the necessity and 
unavoidableness of sinning excuses from sin, and exempts the 
perpetrator of that act from punishment ;—act I call it, and 
not sin, because an act which one performs necessarily and 
unavoidably cannot be reckoned under the name of ‘'gin,”’ 


Nothing is done towards avoiding this blow by the shifting 


distinction by which man is said to have sinned freely in 
respect of himself, but necessarily with regard to the Divine 
decree; because it cannot be that any one should do freely 
what he does necessarily ; nor that one act can be necessarily 
dono, that is, cannot wot bo done, and yet can be done con- 
tingently, that is, may not be done. For this is repugnant to 


4ho first notion of universal truth: to aflirm or to dony con- 
cerning any thing whatever is the only true course. I know » 


that that distinction is strenuously defended by some, the 
example of God being adduced, who, they say, is good both 
necessarily and freely. But wrongly: for so false is it that 


God is freely good, that it is not far from blasphemy. Lor . 


“God is necessarily what He is; and if ho is freely good, He 


can be not good. And who ever asserted that those things 
which are natural and essential in Him are in Him Freely ¢ 
Tho dictum of Cameracensis, however, is partly blasphemous, 
partly true. It is blasphemous to say, that “God can, without 
loss or damage to His justice, punish and afilict eternally Lis 
innocent croature:” it is true that “God can annihilate a 
ereature without any sin in it.” For there is much difference 
between punishing and annihilating: for the latter is the 
taking away of the existence which He graciously bestowed ; 
the former is the infliction of a state of misery, and, indeed, of 
jnlinite misery, yet without any desert of sin. .‘The former is 
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far worso than the latter, Christ Himself saying, “Tt would. 
have been better for that man; if ho had not been born.” 
But that it is contrary to Divine justice to punish one who 


is not a sinner, appears from several expressions of Scripture. 


Clonosis xviii. 25: ‘Be it far from Theo, who art the Judge of 
all the earth, to condemn the righteous with the wicked!” 
Exodus xxxii. 32: “Blot me out of Thy book.” Verse 33: 
“Whosoever hath sinned against Me, him will I blot out of 
My book.” 2 Thessalonians i. 6, 7: ‘Seeing itis a righteous 


‘thing with God to recompense tribulation to them that trouble 


you: and to you who are troubled rest with us.” Hebrews vi. 
10: “For God is not unrighteous to forget your work and 
labour of love,” &c. The passage quoted by Cameracensis 


from Wisdom xii. teaches quite the contrary to what he 


endeavours to prove therefrom. For the writer is treating of | 
the perdition of unjust nations, and in verse 15 declares in 
plain words, “But since Thou art just, Thou governest all 
things justly ; esteeming it alien from Thy power to condemn 
him who has merited no punishment.” I allow, however, 
that Cameracensis has been led into that mistake by the fault 
of the old version. But you, O Perkins, are not excused by 
that. Vor you ought to havo omitted the testimony of an 
author led into error by the faultiness of the old version, since 
you were aware of that from the Greok context itself, und 
from lator translations which aro bettor than that ancient one. 
‘“‘God,” indeed, ‘‘is not bound by created laws,” but He is a 
law to Himself; for Ho is Justice itself. And that law accord- 
ing to which it is not allowable to inflict punishment on any 
ono who is not deserving of it, is not created, nor made by 
men, nor does it hold any such place amongst men; but it is 
the eternal law, and unmoveable Divine justice, to which God 


jg bound by the immutability of His own nature and justice. 


Neither is this universally true, that “ whatever is just, is 


‘so because God wills it,” since there are many things which 


God wills because they are just. It is just that God alone be 
acknowledged by the creature as the true God. God wills this 
becauso it is just; and itis not just because God wills it. An 
act of simple obedience is just, not because God wills it to be 
offered to Him by the creature, but because itis such in itself, 
and God cannot but require it from the creature; though it 
may belong to His free will to prescribe in what respect He 
will have obedience to be offered Him by man. And, as con- 
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corns us, it is truly part of our duty, in the laws Divinoly im- 
posed upon us, not so much to see whether what He commands 
bo just in itsolf, but simply to obey bocauso God proscribos 
and commands. But this duty of ours rests upon this founda- 
tion, that God cannot prescribe what is unjust, because He is 
Justice, Wisdom, and Omuipotence itself. 
T had determined to omit any wider examination of the 
sayings adducod from tho scholastic theologians; but f will 
say, ina word, that Franciscus Maro’s ‘four signs, necessary,” 
‘as he affirms, “to understand the process of predestination and 
reprobation,” are of no worth, and are of notorious falsity and 
confused arrangement. In the opinion of D. Bannes, the 
perinission by which ‘tho whole naturo was permitted to full 
in Adam,” is ascribed to reprobation, though that permission 
and tho fall which followed it extend themselves to all man- 
kind without distinction of elect and reprobate. Those four 
things which Ferraricnsis asserts are found in a reprobate, 
are not in him as a reprobate, and in respect of the decree of 
reprobation, but only the two latter of them : for “ permission 
of the fall, and sin,” to use his words, are found in the elect 
also, and belong to the decree of more general providence, by 
which God lcft man to the freedom of his own will, as has 
hoon sxid bofore, and often cnough. Other. things, therefore, 
- should have been brought forward by you in order to invalidate 
that accusation. But I should very much wish you, my dear 
Perkins, to cite Scripture in confirmation of your opinion and 
“in rebutting those criminations. The writings of the School- 
~ men ought not to have weight and authority, with us especially; 
for our own Doctors in Theology affirm with one voice respect- 
ing them, that ‘they have converted true theology into 
philosophy and the art of altercation ; and that they endeavour 
to establish their opinions not so much by the authority of the 
Sacred Scriptures as by that of Aristotle.” 


. THIRD CRIMINATION. 


- «That the Stoical predestination and the Stoical fate are 
introduced by us; because (as they say) we allege that 
all things come to pass by the necessary and energetical 
decree of God; even the fall of Adam, which according to 
our doctrine (as they relate) God decreed and willed,” 


Weighty indeed is that crimination, but it is smoothly and 
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lightly put by you, and not in the words of those who make 
tho objection. You ought to have added those things which 
essentially belong to this crimination, and are objected against 


you and your doctrino by othors; such as thoso "hab it 


follows therefrom, ‘that God is the author of sin; that God 
truly sins, that God alono sins, and that sin is not sin; ”’— 
objections which Bellarmine makes to the doctrine of certain 
Doctors of ours, which you also scem to stand up for. This, 
then, is the reason why they object ull those thingy to your 
doctrine,—Because you say that all things happen by the 
efficacious will of God, which cannot be resisted ; and that 
those things which do not come to pass, came not to pass on 


this account, because God has by an absolute decree appoimted © , 


that they should not come to pass. Whienco it follows both 
that the acts which are sing are committed by the will of God, 
which cannot be resisted; and that acts of righteousness are 
omitted, because God has decreed simply and absolutely that 


‘they should not be done: and therefore that God is the author 


of sins,,and the hinderer of righteousness and good actions. = 
From which it is inferred, that God, truly and properly 
speaking, sins; and since the necessity from which men . 
commit such acts excuses them from sin, it follows that God 
alone sing, exactly as he alone offends who, seizing by force a 
man’s hand, slaps with it unother's face. But, sinco God 
cannot sin, it follows that.sin is not sin. Wherefore there 
seems to me to be no injury done to your doctrine by that 
crimination. 
But let us see how you rub out this crimination. Omitting 
what was objected generally, you begin to deal with the fall 


of Adam. . You allow that this came to pass, ‘God not only _ 


foreknowing it, but also willing and decreeing it ;”’ but, as you 
explain yourself, “not by a will.of approval or effecting, but 
by a will of non-prohibition, by one of permission.” Which 


' truco distinction, if rightly made use of, solves the difficulty. 


And if this be your doctrine and that of others, that God did 


- not approve, did not effect the fall, did not incite, did not 
_ impel Adam to fall, did not impose upon him any necessity of 


sinning, whether by commission or by non-commission; but - 
only willed not to hinder, but to permit Adam’s fall; then I 
confess that all those objections are unjustly urged against 
your doctrine. But you scem to say these things in word only; 
actually, you explain that permission or non-prohibition in 
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such a way as to coincide with that energotical decree of God. 
Which I thus prove :—You say, ‘‘ What God does not prevent 
therefore comes to pass, because God does not prevent it; 
and what is not therefore is not, because God wills it not to 
be.” I conclude: Therefore God’s non-prevention and the 
event are coupled together as cause and effect, and, indeed, 
immediately: and so non-prevention is equivalent to energetic 
effecting. Therefore also the volition of God and the non- 


existence or the taking-place of any thing are mutually joined ~ 


as cause and effect ; and therefore volition that anything should 
not exist is equivalent to energetic prevention. Which I thus 
show more at length. 

Sin is twofold, of commission andomission. Sin of commis- 
sion is that whereby anything is done that has been forbidden : 
sin of omission is that whereby that isnot done which (according 
to your opinion) was commanded, in order to concurrence in that 
act which cannot-be omitted by man without sin ; and, indeed, 
so to concur as that God may be the first cause of that act, 
man the second; He moving man, man moved by God; and, 
indeed, [He] so moving as that man necessarily follows that 
motion, and so of necessity commits that act which he cannot 
commit without sin. Not to hinder a sin of omission is, 
according to your doctrine, not to bestow the grace without 
which sin cannot be omittcd, and the contrary good act be 
porformod. But ho who concurs in that wrrangomont, wad 
denies that grace, is really the principal and energetic cause 
of sin; nay, and tho only cause, because the co-causo of tho 
act, since it cannot resist the motion of the first cause, cannot 
sin in following irresistible motion. 

. But if you are able so to explain your doctrine and that of 
others as to make it differ really from my unfolding of it, then 
I impute no wrong to you. 

You will not escape by that distinction by which you say 
that ‘it is one matter to will a thing by itself, and another to 
will a thing with reference to its issue,” unless by tho issue 


of a thing you intend that which comes to pass from the pro- | 


duction and existence of the thing itself; which is not your 
opinion. For you say that ‘‘ God wills the event of sin,” that 
is, for sin to happen, “but does not will sin itself;” which 
distinction is absurd. For the essence of sin consists in its 


event; for it isan action. And God wills sin itself in the..' 


gme manner in which He wills sin to happen ; and wills sin 
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to happen in the same way in which also He wills sin itself. 
He does not love [the issue of] sin of itself; He does not love 
sin of itself. He wills sin to happen on account of His own 
glory; He wills sin also on account of His own glory. Tam 
speaking in the sense of your doctrine. Point out the differ- 
ence, if you can, and I will acquiesce. 

But what you say, that ‘‘God wills not to hinder sin,” is 
expressed ambiguously, unless it be explained. For what? 
Has not God hindered man from sinning as much as became 
Him, and according to that mode in which it is right for Him 
to deal with a rational creature; namely, by legislation, com- 
mination, promising, bestowal of sufficient grace, moreover by 
the assurance of His assistance, if man will betake himself 
thereto ? which he might have done, or we are launched into 
the infinite. He did not hinder, however, by omnipotent and 
physical action, because it became Him not: for so He would 
have prevented man from using his primeval liberty in which 
He had placed him, and by consequence would have rescinded 
His own appointment, as we have elsewhere shown from 
Tertullian. 

It is, however, said rightly, that God properly and firstly— 
add also, immediately—wills His permission. But it does not 
thence follow that God wills the event of sin. Tor it does not 
follow :—God by His will permits sin: Therefore He wills sin 
to happon. Lor tho contwary is luo :—Cod by Jlis will 
permits sin: Therefore He neither wills sin to happen, nor 
wills it not to happon. Vor permission is the act of a rolaxed 
will; which relaxing of the will here was fitting in God, because 
He made man with a free power of choice, that He might try 
hig free and voluntary obedience; which He could not have 
done, if He had placed any insuperable obstacle in man’s 
way. But the cause why that which God permits comes to 
pass is not permission, though without that it would not 
happen; butthe proper and immediate cause itself, producing 
the act with God’s concurrence, which is always prepared for . 
it. But permission cannot be resolved into the cause per se, 
if we are treating of that according to the truth of the matter, 
but only into the cause sine qud non, whether removent, or 
rather not presenting a hinderance, and, indeed, such a 
hinderance as I have mentioned, whose prohibition the creature 
cannot withstand. 

Those words of yours, however, ‘‘ As nothing good can be 
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or be done oxcopt God doos it, so nothing evil can bo avoided ox- 
cept God prevents it,”—aro true if they are rightly understood : 

| that is to say, God so does it as it becomes Him to effect what 
is good by a rational and free creature ; and God so prevents 
us it is fitting for x frco creature to bo prevented from evil 
But that mode of doing and of hindering is such as not to 
take away the liberty of man, but to permit even man himself 
freely and voluntarily, according to the mode of his will, to do 
good and to abstain from evil. Otherwise good is not done 

_ by man, nor is evil avoided by him, but the act is only done 
or avoided by necessity, either natural or supernatural. Those 
words also might be corrected, if any one were to examine 
them more accurately: ‘‘ As nothing good is or is done except 
~ God does it, so nothing evil is avoided except God prevents it.” 
For, if God does it, good not only can be done, but also is done ; 
and if He prevents, evil not only can be avoided, but also = 
actually avoided. But if you wish to retain that “can,” you 
should express it thus: ‘‘ As nothing good can-either be done 
or exist unless God wills to do it, or gives another the faculty 
and will to do it, and concurs with him in doing it; so nothing 
evil can be avoided unless God wills to give and does give 
strength suflicicnt to avoid sin, and is willing to excite that 
__ strongth and to co-operate with it.’ And in this sense “ not 
the least thing even is dono without the will of God,” to wit, 
: oithor willing it to bo done, or willing not to provont it, but to 
allow it to be done. Neither is ‘‘ God’s providence idle” in 


permission, even when so explained as neither to coincide ° 


with the will of God by which He wills anything to be done, 
nor with that by which He wills anything not to be done. or 
otherwise, should it coincide with either, there is no permis- 
sion, and it is said by Augustine to no purpose, ‘‘ Nothing is 
done except God does it or allows it.” 

But let us see what can be proved from those passages of 
Scripture which you make use of. 
. The passage, Acts ii. 23, does not teach that God willed 
that the Jews should slay Christ, but only that He was 
«delivered by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of 
God” into the hands of those who wished to slay Him. 
Nothing more can be inferred from the. place, Acts iv. 28. 
For God fore-ordained to deliver His Son into the hands of 


His enemies, that He might suffer from them what God had | 


imposed upon Him, and what the Jews from their own malice 
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and hatrod against Christ had determined to inflict upon im, 
God, indeed, fore-ordained thut death should be inflicted upon 
Christ by them: but in what light did God regard them when 
He “dotermined before” that this should be done by them ? 
Truly, ag such os thoy were then when thoy inflicted dowth 
upon Christ; namely, as sworn adversarics of Christ, obstinate 


~ enemies and despisers of God and of the truth, who could be | 


brought to repentance by no admonitions, prayers, threaten- 
ings, or miracles; who were wishful to inflict all evils upon 
Christ, provided power should be given them to do that which 
they had often already sought in vain to effect. j 

Whence it appears that there was no other action of God 
here than His delivering His Son into their hands, and per- 
mitting them to treat Him according to their pleasure ; He 
having, however, determined how far He willed them to pro- 


--eeed, so dispensing and ruling their malice,—but very gently, 


—that they should inflict on Him only what God willed His 
Son to endure, and nothing beyond: as is plainly to be seen 
in the very nature of the torment, in the hindering of the 
breaking of His legs, in the piercing of His side, in the inscrip- | 
tion of His title,-and the like. Yet here is apparent no action 
of God by which they could have been impelled or moved to 
will and do what they did will and do: but He made use of 
those who, from their own particular mulico and onvy, wished 
4o doliver Christ to doath, just so as He know would conduce 
to His own glory and the salvation of men. 
But this is not the only or chief cause why God and Christ 
did not sin in that delivering up,—that they “ were moved by 
different ends to deliver Him up.” Jor, what if Judas did 
that to this end,—that Christ might by His death reconcile 
the world to God? would he the less have sinned on that 


account? Not a whit the less: for it was not lawful for him 


to do evil that good might come thence. But the principal 
cause of the difference is this, that God had a right to 
deliver up His Son, and Christ, too, had a right to deliver | 
His own soul to death: whence by so doing They could not 
sin, But Judas had no rightful power in that matter, and 
so sinned. For actions are not discriminated by their end 
alone, but also by their origin and form. Saul was not 
excused from sin because he had saved the herds of the Amale- 
kites for sacrifice. (1 Sam. xv.) | 
But what is that consequence ?>—*‘ Therefore also it is allow- 
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able for us to say, When Adam ato of the forbidden fruit, he 
did that which the hand and counsel of God had before deter- 
mined should be done.” This, forsooth, never was “ the lan- 
guage of the Apostles and the Church,” nor could have been, 
the things being so dissimilar from each other. For the case 
of Adam and of those enemies of Christ is not one and the 
same. The former was holy and upright before eating: tho 
latter were wicked, unjust, haters and enemies of Christ, 
before death was inflicted on Christ. They already longed for 
the death of Christ with all their desires, and had often in 
many ways tried to inflict death upon Him: Adam was abhor- 
rent from eating the forbidden fruit, until he was enticed to it 
-by his wife, who had been led astray. Christ’s death was 
necessary for the expiation of sins, and was of itself declara- 
tive of the glory of God: the fall of Adam was altogether 
unnecessary, and in itself a-violation.of the glory and majesty 
of God. For God did not need the wrong-doing of man for 
the illustration of His glory. And what can be conceived 
more absurd than that circle ?—‘‘ The death of Christ was 
fore-ordained by God to expiate the sin of Adam: the fall of 
Adam was fore-ordained by God that it might be expiated by 
the death of Christ.” Whence shall the beginning of that 
ordination be taken ? whore shall it be ended? God, how- 
ever, ordained Adam’s fall, not to exist, but as existing, 
that it might sorve for tho illustration of His justice und 
mercy. 
ho passage, 1 Potor iii. 17, is to bo explained in a similar 
way. God wills that the pious should suffer ills for their 
eastigation and probation ; wills that they should suffer these 
same ills from other men; but what sort of men? Those 
who already, from their own malice and. the instigation of 
Satan, are wishful to inflict ills upon them ; which ill-will of 
theirs God then already foresaw when He fore-appointed that 
those ills should be inflicted on the pious. They therefore 
were moved by no act of God to wish to inflict ills on the pious ; 
were moved by no act of His to inflict them ; unless by such 
an act ag ought rather to divert them from the very wish, and 
to deter them from the infliction; and would actually have 
diverted and deterred them, if they had not been men 
of desperate malice. The doctrine, life, and miracles of 
Christ and of the Apostles gained for them the world’s hatred 
and envy. . 


é 
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That God is said to have commanded Shimci to curse David, 
(2 Sam. xvi. 10,) also, when skilfully explained, presents no 
difficulty. Let us consider Shimei, David himself, and the act 
of God which is called ‘bidding him curse.” Shimei was - 
then already a hater of David, of a most cursing tongue and 
saucy disposition, impious, and a despiser of God and the 
Divine law, by. which it had been enjoined that none should 
curse the ruler of his people. David by his deed against 
God and his neighbour had rendered himself deserving of that 
ignominy, and altogether needed to be chastened and tried 
thereby: he was moreover endowed with the gift of patience 
to bear that reproach with equanimity. The act of God is, 
the casting out and expulsion of David from his royal city 
and kingdom: whence arose David's flight, the carrying of 
that rumour to the ears of Shimei, the taking care that David 
and Shimei should mect at one place: and so by God’s act © 
David, fleeing, and driven away by his son, was presented to 
Shimei,—who was sprung from the family of Saul, and was 
an enemy of David,—ready for being cursed. Add, if you 
choose, the hardening of Shimei’s heart, lest, on account of 


the companions of David, he should be afraid to attack David 


with curses, so as by this means to satisfy in some measure 
his disposition and inveterate hatred against David. That 
offering, then, by which David, when fleeing, was offered to 
Ghimoi, und tho hardening of Shimoi’s hourt by Divino intl: 
ence, moreover also the direction of the cursing tongue, mre 
acts bolonging to that command, apart from which no other 
action of God can be given in that command which does not 
impinge on the justice of God, and make God the author of 
sin. But now, if we please to compare all, we shall see that 
the author of the act itself of cursing was nob so much » 
Shimei as God. Shimei alone was the author of the volition ; 
but that what he wished he actually accomplished, is to be 
attributed chiefly to God, not as moving Shimei to curse, but 
as procuring that Shimei should have an opportunity of cursing 
David, and the confidence to use that opportunity. Whence 
it most plainly appears that God is without blame, and that 
Shimei is involved in the guilt. 

Those passages, Jer. xxxiv. 22, and Lament. ili. 87, may be 
similarly explained, and will present no difficulty. From com- 
parison, however, it will be evident that all these things have 
nothing to do with the fall of Adam : for he was the beginning 
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of sin ; and all the rest tako place with sin already entered 
into the world, and with men depraved by sin. 

With regard to “the Second reason:” it is certain, that 
**God wills to permit sin,” and equally certain that “the 
willing to permit is the same ag willing not to hinder.” But 
stop hore: for it is nob the same thing to will to permit or uot 
to hinder, and ‘‘ to will not to bestow grace.” For Ho per- 
mits him to fall, to whom He had given grace sufficient and 
necessary for standing. Let us proceed. You say, ‘‘ He who 
_ will not hinder, by confirming grace, when he might, sin 
which he foreknows as about to be, in fact wills the same to 
happen.” But I deny that from the unwillingness to prohibit 
or impede, the volition of the event of sin can fairly be con- 
cluded. For there are three things distinct from each other, 
of which no one includes another,—to will for sin not to be done, 
that is, to will to hinder it from being done; and to will for it 
to be done, or to-cortie to pass; and to will to permit, or not to 
hinder. The two former are affirmative acts, the last a nega- 
tive one. But from a negative act an affirmative cannot be 
concluded: for there is more in an affirmative than in a 
negative act ; and there cannot be more in the conclusion than 
in the premises. 

Next, I assert that you there commit a fallacy [by arguing] 
from what is said relatively to what is said simply, or abso- 
lutcly. For God wills not to prevent sin with respect to one 
_ thing, and wills to prevent it with respect to another : to pre- 
vent it, I mean, as far as is fitting, of which prevention, how- 
ever, the omission of sin is not the consequence ; and not 
to prevent it in another manner, on which prevention the 
omission of sin would indeed follow, but without praise and 
virtue in the omitter, as being unable to do otherwise than 
omit it on account of that prohibition. But it must be allowed 
me also to argue thus on the contrary: ‘‘ He who hates sin, 
and by enacting a law and bestowing sufficient grace wills to 
hinder it, does not will sin to happen, but wills for it not to 
happen; which belongs to the affirmative act of the will.” 
- You will say that that is rightly concluded of the will of 
approval. I reply, that it is impossible for God, by any mode 
of willing whatever, to will contrary or contradictory things : 
But to happen and not to happen are contradictory things : 
Therefore it cannot be that God with one will wills anything 
to happen which with another will He wills not to happen. 
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But it is possible that God, with the will of good-pleasure, as 
they style it, may will to permit that which with [is will of 


~ approval or of the sign [the revealed will] He wills not to be 


done. And so your conclusion is lame, and the assertions of | 
Calvin and Beza—let it be said without damage to the honour 
of such grout mon—are nob agreoublo bo tho truth. 
But glance, I beg, at what you subjoin, and you will sce and 
confess that you have flung those things upon paper while 
attending to something else. ‘‘ Whatever God does not hinder,” | 
you. say, ‘‘ He therefore does not hinder, either because He 
wills it to be done, or because He is altogether unwilling for 
it to be done, or because He does not will it to be done,” —(but 
what is the difference between these two latter? To be 
unwilling for any thing to be done is not to will it to be done 4 
the particle “altogether ” is of no value, because the negative 
part in contradictories ig not susceptible of increase, as, “not 
man:” for a wolf is not a man just in the same way as alr, 
carth, sky, are not: but perhaps by ‘‘is altogether unwilling 
for it to be done” you wish to be understood, * wills it not to 
be done,”)—“‘ or because He does not care.” If the firstis . 
allowed, you “gain” your “ desire.” But the second cannot 
be: for “it is absurd” to say, ‘that God is therefore unwill- 
ing to hinder anything, because He wills it not to be done.” 
Nor should you have placed that in your enumeration of 
causes: for to be unwilling to hinder, and to will for anything 
not to be done, are opposed; and thence it is certain that the 
one cannot be the cause of the other. But in the inyestiga- 
tion of causes instituted by way of division, it is unusual and 
improper to put what is opposite. However, this may pass. 
You will say, then, “He must, therefore, not hinder on ~ 


- account of some one cause out of those three.” I allow it : 


iruly. But that cause is not “because He does not care ; Hf 
for this is Epicurean: nor “‘ because He does not will it to be 
done: therefore “because He wills it to be done.” I deny 
the antecedent. For this is the cause why God does not 
hinder anything,—Because He neither wills it to be done, nor 
wills it not to be done: which will appear more plainly if you 


- eonsider the matter thus :—What God wills to be done, this 


i ‘ vi be done 
He efficaciously effects. What He wills not to | ; 
that He efficaciously prevents. What He neither wills to be 
done, nor wills not to be done, this He leaves to the creature. 
And how can the human mind conceive that God therefore 
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does not hinder anything,—that is, permits it,—bocause IIe 
wills it fo bo dono? Truly that willing a thing to bo dono 
contains more in it than that permission or non-hinderance 
‘should be produced and concluded therefrom. 


‘What you thence conclude, that “such things come to pass, . 


God being either ignorant or negligent,”—which is absurd,— 
you cannot defend, not even against yourself. For already 
you have separated in your distinction the not willing a thing 
to be done, and the not caring about it: therefore you cannot 
now conclude the one from the other. And how can that 
come to pass with God unaware of it, which comes to pass by 


_ His permitting it, and willing His permission? But here- . 
_ after, when we shall explain more at length about permission, 


it will appear that God permits what He does permit, not 
unknowingly or carelessly. That ‘‘ permission,” however, “‘is 
a certain affirmative will, and not a. pure negative,” must be 
rightly understood. For God wills His permission by an 
affirmative act: but He is concerned in what He permits by a 
mere negative act of His will. 

But be it far from any one to suppose that God decrees 
anything unfairly or unjustly: for, if it be granted that He 
has dcereed, it must instantly be concluded that Ho has 
decreed justly. But it must bo seen whothor and in what 
manner God deerces anything. For it cannot be that His 
docrocs should conflict with Lis justico reverted to ws in tho 
Scriptures. Wherefore it must be known that it does not 
suflice for taking away all blamo from a decree which we 
ascribe to God, if we must add that He decreed, but justly ; for 
the addition of that word does not constitute the decree just: but 
it must be demonstrated that that decree which we attribute 
to God actually belongs to Him; and then there will be no 
question of its justice. 

The Third argument is broken-backed. For from the 
happening of anything it cannot be concluded that God willed 
it should happen, but that He willed not to hinder it: and 
this willing not to hinder is also an act of God’s providence, 
which is present with and rules over all things and every 
thing, either by doing, or by permitting them to be done ; yet 
by administering and ordaining all things to just and lawful 
ends; and so as that “it not only takes care of the issue of 
things, but also of their very commencements, and of the 
beginnings of things and actions.” And itis notorious that 
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Satan and wicked mon not only cannot acvomplish, but, 
indocd, cannot ovon commonco anything except hy God's 
permission. What you add, “ willing,” 1 do not grant, unless 
you prove it by a greater weight of arguments than you have 
hitherto done. And therefore ‘‘it is impious to say that any- 
thing exists or is done, except God, the just and holy, have 
from eternity decreed, and that willingly, either to do or to 
permit it.” For the decree of God is twofold,—efficacious and 
permissive. Neither can fall in with the other. 

Let us consider also your Fourth reason, ‘“‘ the judgment of 
the ancient Church.” Augustine openly distinguishes between 
permission and efficiency. And though he says that “ nothing 
is done except what God wills to be done,” yet he explains 
himself when he says, “either by allowing it to be done, or by 
doing it Himself:” and in this view what He allows is not 
the immediate object of His will, but permission, the object of 
which is what God permits. So also are the words of 
Tertullian, Jerome, and others, to be explained, lest they 
impinge upon Scripture, which simply says, ‘‘ Thou art a God 
that willeth not iniquity.” [Psalm v. 4.] Wherefore, if I may 
be allowed to speak freely, I may say that I would rather that 
Augustine, Jerome, Catharinus, and all the others, should 
abstain from phrases of this sort, which are not found in the 
Scriptures, and which demand a prolix explanation, lest they 
bo druwn into an occasion of bluasphomy nnd horosy. 

That distinction according to which God is said “to will 
evil to be, yet not to will evil,” has no solidity, For God 
hates evil, and hates the existence of evil: and sinco ovil 
consists in action, its being done is its being, and its being 
is its nature. And though a more subtle distinction might 
be drawn between the essence and existence of evil, yet it can- 
not be said that there is so much difference between them 
both as that God may will sin to exist, yet not will sin itself. 
For, because God hates the essence of sin,—if I may use such 


an abnormal expression,—He therefore forbids evil to be done: 


and the cause why He is unwilling for sin to exist is because 
He hates sin itself. Yet He does not so hate the existence of . 


~' eyil, or evil itself, but that He allows evil to be done by a free 


cause, not because it is better that evils should be than that 


they should not be, but because it is better, firstly, to permit 


His rational creature to act according to his choice and ~ 
liberty, in which consists the trial of his obedience, than to 
voL. Il. . USB B 
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take away that liberty from His creature, contrary to His own 
primeval appointment, or at least to hinder its use: secondly, 
because it is better to produce good from evil than not to 
allow evil to exist. But, that God wills evil to be done not as 
such, but as good, needs a larger explanation, which we will 
hereafter present, if it please God. ; 

But that First Objection® is of great valuc. Tor an evil 

will is so called from an evil volition: an evil volition is that 
which is directed towards an improper object. But an impro- 
per object is evil. Therefore an evil volition is that by which 
any one wills evil, and by which he wills evil to be done. For 
those two things are distinguished in word, but agree in fact. 
Wherefore also “it is the part of an evil will to will evils to 
be done, whether that will is delighted” with the evils, or 
wishes to use them to a good purpose.” For it is allowable 
for no one to will that evil-be done, in order to have an oppor- | 
tunity for using it toa good end. And the rule which you 
bring forward is certain: ‘“‘Byilg are not to be done,” nay,. 
nor willed, ‘that good may arise therefrom.” For the first 
iniquity is in the will or volition of evil, the second in the 
perpetration. . 

Your answer does not remove the difliculty of the objection. 
For what purpose do those ‘ two principles” answer? Even 
if they are granted, the objection is valid. Vor as to the 
former: since thore is nothing tnt in ovik in tho naturo of 
things, the will cannot be directed towards evil, and it is the 
part of every will to tend towards good ; nor of the will only, 
but of every desire and appetite. But the ratio of evil does 
not consist in this, that the will ig directed to evil, but that 
it ig directed to good that is unfit, or with an improper 
manner and end. As to the second ; it is certain that ‘‘ there 
is no evil which has not something of good ‘conjoined with 
it? For the highest and utmost evil is not allowed : for evil 
exists not except in good. But it does not thence follow that 
it is good for sin to take place. Vor sin is go great an evil 
that it ought to’be avoided, even though it have somewhat of 
good conjoined with it. ‘The act of fornication contains this 
of good in it, that the coition of a man and a woman 18 


natural: but it must be abstained from, because it cannot be 


* «They use to object thus: ‘To will that evil be done belongs properly toan 


evil will, which is delighted with evil, or would use evils to a good end ; con- 


trary to the rule, that no evil should be done that good might come thereof,’ ” 
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sommiteest without sin. This good, however, with which you 
ore As peice is not conjoined to sin except by accident ; 
es : ee ee interposition of God’s will directing that evil 
The saying of Augustine, if rigidly examined, cannot 
stand ; but, when properly explained, may be tolerated. T'or | 
x! 18 not “ good for evils to exist.” I'or God does every good 
i ing : therefore [according to that reasoning] God causes 
1at there should be evils. Which is repugnant to the senti- 
ment of Augustine, where he says, that “‘ God does some 
things, but suffers others to be done, as sins.” But how can 
it be said of God without contradiction, that He causes ot 
to be, and allows evils to be done? The reason adjoined does 
not prove this. For the Almighty Good One does not there- 
fore permit evils because it is good even that there should be © 
evils, but because He knows that by virtue of His own wisdom 
and omnipotence He could bring forth good from evil, contrar 
to its nature and proper efficacity ; and that by His oun ety 
act, either of just punishment, or of gracious remission. It 
is not good for evils to be except by accident; that is, b 
ie fe the wisdom, the omnipotence, the will of God. ei 
Meet qed! is by accident does not’ come into con- . 
But let us now look at your answer. You say that “sin 
considered fully and ontirely in its causes wand eireumutances, 
puts on a twofold aspect or formality.” : 
‘Firstly you say, that “sin is considered not under the notion 
of sin, but in so far as it has with God, when decrecing it 
the ratio of good.” But I deny that sin has the ratio of reed 
with God, when decrecing it. For the acts of God respecting 
sin universally declare that sin is considered by God not mnce 
the notion of good, but under that of evil. For He permits 
sin, but does good: He punishes sin; but punishes evil, and 
as evil, He remits and forgives sin; but what is foreign is 
considered as evil by Him who forgives. But Gods demens 
the permission of sin,—because He knows that He can produce 
good actions out of sin,—not as good, but as sin is evil. Nor 
is it rightly said that “sin has the ratio of good with God, 
when decreeing it, because God is able from sin to elicit Pa 
occasion for good acts ;” since He produces those acts only 
when considering sin as sin. And it ‘is wonderful that any — 
consideration should be devised for sin contrary to its defini- 
2B 2 
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tion. But tho definition of sin is, that it is a transgression 
of the law, snd therefore a violation of the will of God. 
Whenco vlgo it is ovidont that it is fulsoly said, that “ sin has 
the ratio of good, because it is in good, and because it tends 
to good.” Tor “ good” is spoken in reference to the subject 
in which sin is as a vice deforming and corrupting the subject, 
not concerning sin inexistent. But how far God wills the 
subject in which sin is,—that is, tho act which cannot bo 
committed by man without sin,—we shall perhaps discuss 
“hereafter more at length, when we shall speak of permission 
generally. And sin tends not to good by itself, but by acci- 
dent only, because God ordains it to good not when about to 
be done, but when already done, and elicits from it an occa- 
sion for good. Nor is God said to will sin to happen just so 
far as His wondrous wisdom knows how to draw good there- 
from, but to will to permit, and not to hinder, just to that 
extent. For this is the cause why He permits, and is unwilling 
to prevent, not why He wills sin to come to pass. 

You affirm that the second aspect of sin is, that ‘by which 
sin is formally and properly considered,—that is, as sin:” 
and here, too, you make u twofold consideration of sin,— 
‘«‘Bither as it is sin in respect of men, or as it is sin to 
God.” If you wo willing to livton to tho truth, my doar 
 Porking, vain and frivolous aro thoso distinctions, and invontod 
not for explaining the mutter, bub for involving ib more, Ln 
that rospoct,”” you sry,“ God noither wills, nor approyes, nor 
effects sin; but wills it with reference to tho oyent, and not 
simply, as those things which are good in themselves, but only 
by willing to permit it tobe done.” Be itso; and this, rightly 
understood, may be tolerated. I will not examine what you 
say about the threefold action of the Divine will, because those 
remarks have nothing much to do with the affair 3 at all 
events they make nothing against the doctrine which 1 defend. 
But what you affirm in the margin is true,—that “God wills 
sin to happen just as far as it is possible for it to happen with- 
out the efficiency of God.” Yet I could have wished you to 
have indulged us with more explanation on this point: then, 
truly, it would have been evident that hitherto you have not 
rightly explained the mode in which God-wills sin to happen. 
For the mode laid down by you is such an one as cannot 
excuse God from effecting sin. But, you say, “Sin, as it is 
such to God, He neither wills, nor approves, nor effects, nay, 
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doos not oven pormit.” I grant the former propositions, this 
last I deny : for the proper object of the Divine permission 
is ovil as evil, and, indood, considorod by God as evil; although 
the cause why He permits sin is not evil itself. But we must 
distinguish between the object of permission and its cause. 
That He permits real evil as evil, we have already demon- 
strated. But the cause why God permits evil is not rightly 
exprossed by you: for Ho doos not pormit ovil on account of 
the good joined with it, but because He can elicit good there- 
from ; which therefore cannot be said to be joined with sin, 
because it is elicited from sin only by the action of God. 
But if you so understand this “ good conjoined,” not by the. 
nature of sin itself, but by the act of God, I have nothing to 
say against it. | 
But those sayings of Beza which you cite* will not bear the 
rigour of examination. For the first either is false, or labours 
under equivocation. It is false if it be understood of the per- 
mission of which we are now treating, which is not opposed to 
the prohibition of the law, but to an efficacious prevention. For 
it is true that God by the law prohibits sin as sin ; and yet per- 
mits the same sin, as it is sin,—that is, hinders it not. But 
if that permission be understood which is opposed to the pro- 
hibition mado by the luw, the disputation is equivocal ; for we 
are not treating of that permission. Jor who is ignorant that 
God oannot at onoo mule the samo vel obligutory by lw, wd 
not make it obligatory? And you have already defined or 
described the permission as “ the denial of confirming grace ;” 
not, however, as the not giving of the law. } 
The other saying of Beza is simply false. Jor the punish- 
ments of sin are not permitted by God, but are inflicted by a 
just Judge, and have God Himself for their author. Amos 
ii. 6: “ There is no evil in a city, which the Lord hath not 
done.” And of what sin, I pray, was the first sin the punish- 
ment? This, however, was permitted: therefore not as a 


_ punishment. 


_Calvin’s dictat must be understood in a very modified sense, 


* “¢Tho Lord never permitteth sins, as they are sins: yea, rather, He ever- 
more forbiddeth and hindereth them,’ And again, that ‘it was decreed by God 
that Adam should perish by his own falling away.’”—PERKINS’s Works, vol. 
ii, p. 616. : 

+ “Calvin says, that ‘all the sons of Adam did fall away by God’s will.’ And 
again, that ‘it was decreed by God that Adam should perish by his own falling 
away.’ And agnin, ‘It was the secret counsel of God in which the fall of man 
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and according to the interpretation premised by us; otherwise 
they cannot be defended. But, that his design was to demolish 
~ the dogma of the Schoolmen, is an assertion which ought not 
to be made by one who has taken up the defence of his opinions. 
For the Schoolmen speak correctly, when they do not disjoin 
the will from the permission, as you say, but assert this to be 
the distinction between the two,—that the permission is the 
immediate object of the will, but sin the object of the permis- 
sion. But all the Schoolmen openly allow that God permits 
“willingly what He does permit. Yet the blasphemy of the 
Manichees is not to be imputed to Calvin, because, though he 
sometimes speaks rather improperly, yet he elsewhere plainly 
removes that calumny from himself and his doctrine. 

The Second Objection is: “ God wills contraries, if He wills 
that to happen which He prohibits in His law.” This, truly, 
is quite right: and your answer does not undo the knot. For 
“to will anything to happen,” and “to will the same thing 
not to happen,” differ not only in their relations, but abso- 
lutely and in their whole essences. Nor is there any relation 
or mode according to which God can be said to will anything 
to happen, and at the same time to will it not to happen. For 
the Divine will cannot be exercised in contrary acts. with 
regard to one and the same object, with whatever relations that 
may be endued: nor can one and the same act of the Divine 


will be employed about two contradictory objects,—such ws 


are, to happen, and not to happen,—with whatever relations 
thoso objects may be endued. * God forbiddeth evil as evil;” 
but Ho permits the same, not as Io endues it with the nature 
of good,—for this is false, that He endues sin with the nature 
of good,—but because God is able from it to elicit and produce 
good. ‘The quotation from Thomas [Aquinas] does not agree 
with your sentiments, nor is it in opposition to mine. 

You have framed the Third Objection* according to your 
own pleasure, that you might easily refute it. For a boy who 
possesses very little skill in Dialectics knows. that there 18.8 


great difference between the cause of the consequence or con- 


was ordained” And again, ‘ Adam did not fall away but according to God’s 
knowledge and ordinance.’ 2 ? 

* “Thirdly, they object thus; ‘That thing which being granted, another thing 
necessarily follows, is the cause of that sclf-same thing that does follow: But 
this being granted, that God willed the fall of Adam to come to pass, the same 
came to pass necessarily and infallibly; Therefore the will of God was in this 

respect the cause of sin.’ an 


‘ 
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clusion, and the cause of the consequent. For the cause may 


be concluded from the effect. And therefore you rightly say 
that “the major” which you have advanced “‘is not. general.” 


~ Yet your correction added to that major conduces nothing to 


its truth. For it is false, that “if no middle cause intervene 
between the antocedent—upon the laying down of which the 
consequent follows—and the consequent, then the antecedent 
is the cause of that consequent.” Nor does the antecedent 
therefore cease to be the cause of the consequent, even though 
some middle cause intervene. or Satan is the cause of 
eating of the forbidden tree, although man is its proximate 
and immediate cause. In this very thing the force of your 
argument fails. But if you can show these two to be consistent 
with each other, that God can will sin to happen, and that 
man nevertheless can sin with a free will, then you have ~ 
gained your cause. I allow, indeed, that ‘‘man may sin 
infallibly, and yet freely: ” but sinning infallibly and necessarily 
ig not'the same. For ‘‘infallibly ” is said with respect to the 
infinite Divine prescience: but “‘ necessarily,” with respect to 
God’s decree and the Divine will, by which He wills sin to 
happen: wherefore here also you wrongly attribute infullibility 
to “God’s decree,” since you ought to attribute that to 
prescience, and necessity to the decree. And you yourself 
afterwards confess that God is the cause of man’s sin, namely, 
‘Dy Ilis desortion, and not bestowing the help necessary for — 
the avoidance of sins: whence it follows that man sins neces- 

sarily.” For he who lays down a law, and does not give the 

hiclp nocessary for the performance of tho law, he js the cause | 
of the transgression of his own law. 

But you say that “the will of man intervened in this deser- 
tion,” because “‘man was not deserted, unless willing to be 
deserted.” I reply, If it is so, then truly man deserved to be 
forsaken. But I ask whether man could have willed not to be 
forsaken. If you say he could, then he did not sin necessarily, 
but freely, But if you say he could not, then the blame 
redounds to God, no less than before ; because God is the 
cause of that volition by which man wills to be deserted, 
because He bestowed not the necessary grace by which man 
might have willed not' to be deserted: and nothing can be 
conceived to intervene between this desertion of God, and the 
volition of man, by which he willed to be deserted. 

By your Second Answer to this Crimination you do not 
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extricate yourself any tho more; nay, you twice confess that 
God is the cause of sin by His decreo, by which He willed that 
sin should come to pass. Tirstly, because you say that ‘sin 
is the sole consequent of the decree ;” whence it follows that 
the decree is the cause of sin. Unless you advance another 
reason, according to which sin may be the consequent of 
the Divine decree; which you will be utterly unable to do. 
But, you say, ‘‘ The decree of God so precedes the sin of man 
as to have no respect to any cause except a deficient one.” 
_ But I aftirm that by this second argument you are convicted 
of making God to be the author of sin. For if that deficient 
cause was necessary to the avoidance of sin, then truly God, 
by the deficience of the operation necessary to avoid sin, is the 
cause of sin: unless you teach that. man had already merited 
this deficience of the Divine operation. The quotation from 
Augustine is not in favour. of your opinion: for he means 
nothing else than that sin, which is done against the precept 
of God, is not done against His consent, and-with His will 
simply for it not to be done, but with His permission, and that 
a voluntary onc. 

You oppose to yourself another objection: ‘The decree of 
God is the cnergotic principle of all things,” according to your 
doctrine; therefore “also the principle of sin.” You allow 
and teach that the antecedent is true. Lirstly, by the authority 
of tho Scripture quoted from Tphesians i. :* but contrary to the 
~~ intention of the Holy Spirit; for those “all things” have 
reference to the salutary gifts and effects which God in His 
Son operates by His Spirit in the elect ; which also the word 
evdoxta signifies. Secondly, by reason; which reason is sound; 
for God is the cause of all beings and acts; but it must be 
fittingly explained how He produces all acts. But you deny 
the consequence, because “ sin is a defect of entity, and not a 
real entity, but one of reason only.” How sin is ‘‘a defect,” 
and “not a positive entity,” requires further explanation. 
But sin isan ontity of reason, because it not only has its 
subsistence in tho mind, but it also has its origin from the 
mind, and was framed by it to sorve it for obtaining knowledgo 
of things themselves. Privations, however, although they 
possess not matter and a constitutive form, yet exist in the 
subject from which the habit procecded, and so affect that 
subject as to be felt by the subject: nor are they understood 

* God “workcth all things after the counsel of His own will.’ (Verse 11.) 
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by the mind except under the form of thoir own habits, from 
which also they are defined. From which it appears that 
they are not pure entities of reason. Tor you confess that 


~ gin is not an entity of reason, when you say that ‘it im- 


mediately and truly follows and exists from the removal of 
original righteousness.” But though sin be not a positive 
entity, but a defect, yet, if God be the energetic cause of that 


-act which cannot be committed by man without sin, then also 


is God the energetic cause of sin. But this you confess, whon 
you say that ‘‘ God is the energetic cause of all acts.” You 
must therefore allow the consequent also; unless you can 
show how it can come to pass that a man may freely perform 
that act which in respect of himself is sin, if the same act 


is produced by the energetic decree of God, which none can 


resist. But of that more hereafter. 

It is objected, moreover, to your opinion that it teaches 
that “ God inclines to sin, and positively hardens.” I confess 
that this objection is made, and not without cause. For it 


has never fallen to my lot to see an answer which would free 
~ that doctrine which you here profess from that objection and 


crimination. Let us look at yours. You reply that you “‘do 
not approve of x permission severed from tho will itself:” 
but who does approve of that? Who ever denied that God 
permits willingly what He does permit? You aflirm that you 
‘do not attribute to God a positive or physical action, as if 
He infused corruption and wickedness.” But I should wish 
it explained how sin is done necessarily in respect of the 
Divine decree without any physical action of God, whether 
that be positive or negative, nay, if you will, without a positive 
one also. For you so resolve that act which is not done by 
man without sin, into the first cause, that you necessarily 
present God as even the positive cause of sin. But there is 
no need for Him to infuse wickedness or corruption, in order 
to physical or positive action being attributed to Him: it is 
gutticient if He moves to the act, if He impels, if Te determines 
the liberty of man, so that he cannot but will and do what hag 
boon prohibited. You confess, however, that ‘God does, 
actively harden ;” which truly I do not deny, but it is neces- 
sary for it to be so explained as not to make God in any way 
tho author of sin. Which we shall see hereafter. 

I do not disapprove of Suidas’s “ threefold action of Divine 


Providence in the deeds of men.” But observe, 1. That the 
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nelion which is «ar’ eddoxdav, “according to good-pleasure,” 
is that ‘by which God wills, proves, effects, and is thereby 
pleased,” contrary to the perpetual sense in which you use 
tho word eddox(a, Vor before, in quoting from Ephes. i., you 
said that “ God does all things according to the good-pleasure 
of TIis own will;” whero also I took away from you that 
passage, relying on its truce explanation, which here you also 
adduce from Suidas. 

9. In tho second action, however, which is Kat’ olkovoplay, 
“with regard to administration,” or “of sustentation and 
conservation,” I should wish you to consider whether conser- 
vation and sustentation relate so much to “ motions, actions, 
passions,” as to oxistence and the facultics. For since tho 


existence itself of things, and the faculties oxistent in things, 


are the first acts, motions, actions, and the passions arising 
out of them are.the second acts, or from the second'acts; there 
soems certainly to be another act of Divine Providence pre- 
siding ovor those than over those. But it is truo that “ God 
sustains siming nature;” but how far and in what way God 
concurs with the creature in acting, that surely should have 
been carefully explained. But whatever explanation of that 
matter is adopted, care should always be taken lest such a 
eoncurronco with tho second cause bo attributed to the first, 
as that the cause of evil may be justly ascribed to it. You 
siy that “the will can do nothing by itself; yet ih 208 (lo 
wrong by itself;” which you illustrate by a simile: * let us 
sec how far it is suitable. In the first place it must be known 
that that has no place in a sound, upright man, because his 
leg is not ‘out of joint:” therefore that simile must not be 
applied to his first estate. Next, you lay down two pane in 
limping,—“‘ the walking or motion, and the limping, whic ds 
a perversity of motion.” The walking you compare to the 


act, limping to the viciousness of the act, in which properly — 


the consideration of sin consists. But those two things do not 
exist in every vicious act. For sometimes the act itself- is 
forbidden. Thus, the eating of the forbidden tree " where no 
distinction is allowable between the act and its viciousness. 

* ©A man doth halt by reason that his leg is out of joint : now here are two 
things to be considered,~the very walking or motion ‘itself, and his halting: the 
halting proceeds only from his leg out of joint; the walking, both from his leg, 


and also from the faculty of moving. In like manner, a man sinning,—in that he 
doth, it is of God; but in that he doth evilly, it is of hinaself.’—PERKINS’S 
a 


Works, vol. ii, p. 617. 


4 
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Tor tho act itself ought not to have been porpetratod ; and the 
notion of sin consisted not in this, that he performed that 
eating in an improper manner, but simply that he performed 


“it at all, But that comparison has placo in acts good in 


themselves, but not performed in a proper manner. So, he 
who gives alms in order to being seen, performs a good action, 
but in a wrong way: he walks, but ho imps. Whence it 
follows that no one can be impelled to an act whose commis- 
sion is a transgrossion of tho luw, without sin and guilt in the 
impeller and mover. Wherefore here also you perceive how 
cautiously the mode is to be explained in which God is said 


_to be the cause of an act, but not of the viciousness in that, 


act. 


8. You say that “the third action is cata cuyywpnow, 
‘according to concession,’ by which God in the evil work of 
man effects some things holily.” It is not, however, doubtful 
that that may with truth be said of God. 

In this action you lay down a threefold action. i. The /irst, 
you say, is ‘ permission,” but you so explain this, that it 
cannot be accommodated to Adam when upright, but to those © 
only who have sinned, and by their sins have merited from 
God that they.should be left to themselves, and given up to a 


‘reprobate mind, For God did not ‘give up the reins to 


Adam ;” He did not “ take away the hinderances to sinning ;”” 
Ho did not ‘lot him loose who was before bound with a rope.” 
ii. Against the second action and its explanation | have no 


‘great objection, if it be applied to sinners, though I think 


some things might be added which are very necessary. ili. 
But you do not seem to me to explain with suflicient distinct- 
ness the ‘ordination’ which is the third action. For the 
word is used in a twofold sense,—for decreeing and appoint- 
ing anything to be done; and for fixing a certain order im 


deeds, and disposing and determining deeds to a fitting end. 


This doubtfulness of signification should have been removed 
by you, and the diverse meanings of that word should not 
have been confounded, as you do when in the same current of 
speech you say that ‘God ordains sin as to its causes and . 
principles ;”"—where the word “ ordains”’ is taken in its first 
signification ;—then, that He “ordains sin as to its issue and 
ends: where the word is employed in its second meaning. 
The explanation which you add from the example of Satan 
relates only to ordination as to the end and issue. Unless, 
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however, it be properly explained ‘how God “ ordains the act 
which cannot be done by man without sin,” (for so I prefer to 
call it, rather than “sin,”) ‘as to its causes and principles,” 
the cause and blame of sin will by an easy movement be 
fastened upon God. 

The words of Clemens Alexandrinus * can only be under- 
stood concerning ordination to an end; and I should wish all 
our writers, and you also, always to persist in those words. Tor 
they are sound words, and explanatory of the action of God, 
in doing His own work by means of the evil works of the 
wicked. In the words of Augustine,t however, the distinction 
is exceedingly plain between “making” and “ ordaining ;” 
and the word “ ordaining” is taken in its’ second signification, 
for disposing and determining to these ends or those, and to 
certain actions, wills already evil by their own fault. But 
those words of Augustine, ‘‘ God works in the hearts of men 
to incline their wills whithersoever He will, even to those 
things that are evil, according to their deserts,” must be 
properly explained, lest they conflict with what follows,—that 
‘ God does not make evil wills.” He inclines, therefore, evil 
wills to ovil things; that is, to pour out their malice on this 
object rather than another. But if He is said to impel any 
one to ovil things, namely, to will evil things, then ib must be 
undorstood that Tlo doos this by tho ministry of Satan, and 
in such 2 manner as can casily be reconciled with His justice. 
Hulgoutius, however, oxpluins tho matter mosb corroctly, wid 
in few words. I'or when he denies that God is “ the author 
of evil thoughts,” he sufficiently excuses Him from sin; for 
thoughts are the first causes to the undertaking of a work: 
and he uses the word “ordaining ” also in its latter significa- 
tion, as is easily discernible from the explanation adjoined: for 
he says, that “God produces that which is good out of an 
evil deed.” ; 

The Third Answer to this Crimination denies, indeed, and 
rightly, that ‘the Stoical fate ” is introduced by that doctrine, 
—that is, if that’ fate is explained in accordance with the 

* «Clemens Alexandrinus says, ‘It belongs to God’s wisdom, virtne, and 
power, not only to do good, which is the nature of God, but also especially to 
bring unto some good and profitable end what has been invented by those who 
are evil, and to use profitably those things which ‘seem eyvil.’”—PERKINS's 


Works, vol. ii., p. 618. 
+ “Augustine says, ‘God maketh and ordaineth just men ; but He maketh no 


sinners as they are sinners, but ordereth them only,’” 


Oe ial 
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Stoics’ teaching respecting it. But it does not remove this 
difficulty, that, nevertheless, if that decree of God be laid 
down which you luy down, a necessity is brought into things, 
with which liberty cannot consist. Wherefore, although ‘‘the 
Stoical fate’? be not induced by that doctrine of yours, yet 
there is thereby introduced ‘‘a fate inferring necessity in all 
things, and taking away liberty.” Yet you endeavour s0 to 
explain God’s decree ag not to deprive of liberty the things 
decreed by God, although it infers necessity ; which I hold to 
be altogether impossible. But let us see what cause of expla- 
nation and extrication you adduce. 

First, you distribute what is necessary into “‘ what is simply 
or absolutely necessary, and what is necessary by hypothesis. 
That which is absolutely necessary is, what cannot be other- 
wise, and whose contrary is impossible,” as you rightly 
observe. But you do not distinguish whether you are treating 
of a thing which is simple and not complex, or of a complex 
entity, in your enunciation. However, let us pass thatby. It 
is certain that nothing is necessary in that mode, except God 
and Divine things. All other things have been placed beyond 
that necessity. ‘‘ What is necessary by hypothesis,” you say, 
‘‘ig that which from the arrangement of one or of many 
things cannot bo otherwise.” Neither lore do you pub any 
distinction between the arrangement of things by which 
wuything iy gob duwn ag to be, and that by which wniylhing is 
goncludod: which nocossity is distinguished into the necossity 
of the consequent and of the consequence. ‘I'he latter is syllo- 
gistic, the former is from the causes producing the offect or 
consequent: the causes, I say, which themselves are not laid 
down necessarily nor do cause, but which being laid down and 
causing, the effect necessarily arises. For example: God 
does not necessarily create the world; yet if He creates it, 
the world necessarily exists from that action. 

‘What is necessary by hypothesis” you put as “from 
nature, from precept, from decree.” The necessary by nature 
takes away liberty and contingency. So also the necessary 


by precept ; for what is compelled by law has no place in the . 


liberty of the creature ; though from the necessity of nature 
an act may be necessarily produced, unless it be hindered by 
one more powerful. But from the necessity of precept an act 
ig not produced necessarily, but the necessity of performance 
is imposed on the creature, if it wills to obey God, and to be 
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accepted by Him. The necessary by decree is badly defined 


_ by you as “what God has foreknown, and willed either to 
effect or at least to permit:” for the necessity of Divine 
- proscionco und permission 18 of one sort; and that of effecting 
is of another. Nay, if one may be allowed to confess the 
truth, there is no necessity of prescience and permission, but 
only of the Divine efficiency or will. For, not the prescience 
of God, but His ‘‘ will is the necessity of things;” although, 
if the foreknowledge of God be granted, it follows that a thing 
- will take place, not from prescience as the cause of the con- 
sequent, but by reason or as the cause of the consequence. 
Of permission we will treat more at length hereafter. And 
what is necessary by decree, by reason of the effective will can 
be called neither free nor contingent. 

You distinguish necessity, secondly, into ‘‘ the necessity of 
compulsion and of infallibility.” Badly ; for’ these are not 
opposed to cach-otlier. For one and the same thing can be 
produced by the necessity of compulsion and beinfallibly fore- 
known. Then, again, they are not of the same kind. For 
the former belongs to the will producing something, and is 
prior by nature to the thing itself produced; the latter is 
foreknowledge, and is by nature posterior to the thing, The 
former coincides with the necessity of the consequent; the 
lattor, with that of the consequence. ‘Thirdly, there is w 
cortain nocossity which is noaror to tho necessity of compul- 
sion, as relates to ratio, cause, and kind, and is opposed to 
~ compulsion, from which the necessity of compulsion should 
have been distinguished. ‘That is, “the necessity of inevita- 
bility,” which, indeed, comprehends compulsion also, but an 
unnamed species may be called by the name of its genus. 

In order to the clearer understanding of this, I thus explain 
myself. ‘The necessity of inevitability is twofold ; the one 
applying force to things purely natural, which -is called 
violence,” or to matters of the will, which is called ‘‘ com- 
pulsion ;” the other so smoothly and sweetly moving a thing 
inwardly, whether it be nature or will, that it cannot but be 
inclined thereby, and will that to which it is moved. But 
yet, I allow, the will is not put in action or moved according 
— to the mode of the will, but according to the mode of nature, 
by which liberty is taken away from the motion, but not 
spontaneous assent, whilst both are taken away by action. 

I pass over your lefinition of “compulsion.” That of 


\ 


EXAMINATION OF PERKINS'S PAMPIELUT. 883 - 


- “nfallibility” does not please me; for you join together 


incongruous things in your delinition. Yor a thing is said to 
happen certainly in respect of prescience, inmutably in respect 
of the thing itself; and immutability does not agree with 
infallibility: for infallibility is wltributed to proscionce, which 


cannot be deceived on account of the infinity of the Divine 


nature and wisdom. Moreover you yourself expunge the word 
“immutably” by your addition. For what may either 
happen or not happen, that may not be done immutably ; 
yet can be certainly foreknown by Him who Imows infallibly 
all things that are contingent. But you rightly superadd to 
the infallibility of necessity the dogma, ‘‘ Everything that is, 
so far as it is, is necessary.” 

Thus far the distinctions of necessity: now you will show 
how they agree with things severally. : 

‘All the relations of effects are to their causes; ” but either 
to separate causes, or to concurrent and joint causes, and to 
causes acting together. If to separate causes, then the things 


effected obtain their name from the mode in which those 


effects arise from the causes: if necessarily, they are called 
‘necessary ;” if contingently, “contingent.” But if several 
causes concur to produce one effect, then, indeed, that effect 
has relation and affection to each of its causes, but takes its 
name only from tho modo in which it arises and is produced 
from thogso causes in conjunction: which mode if it bo necos- 


gary, the effoct is callod ‘necessary; if it bo contingent, 


“ contingent.” But it cannot be that one and the same effect 
should arise partly contingently, and partly necessarily, in 
any respect whatever. It is truce, indecd, if the cause which 
is called “a second cause” should operate alone and of its 
own will, the thing might be called “contingent:” but, 
because the first cause moves the second so that it cannot but 
be moved, hence the whole effect is called “‘ necessary ;” 
because it cannot be that that effect shall not be produced 
with those first and second causes acting in causation. 

But what you suppose, that “by that necessity the liberty 
of second causes is not taken away,” is of no account; as 
also your opinion that ‘an effect may be called free and con- 
tingent in respect of the second cause, which in respect of the 
first cause Will be called necessary.” For it is absurd to wish 


to reconcile liberty with necessity, and the latter with the 


former. For-all necessity is repugnant to liberty, and not . 
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merely the necessity of compulsion ; which is so true that not 
even the slightest ground can be laid down for weakening that 
truth. Yot I allow that it is true that ‘ God’s decree ordains 
second causes, and, in that way, tho liberty itsolf of the 
human will;” but so that by that ‘‘ ordination” liberty be 
not taken away. But liberty is taken away, when God, 
whether by compulsion, (which. cannot happen, both on 
account of the Divine omnipotence, and on account of the 
nature of the will,) or by soft and gentle bending, so moves 
the will that it cannot but be moved. 

You seem to me, however, not to discriminate between free 
and spontaneous motion, although spontaneous motion is so 
far removed from free, that the former may coincide with 
natural and internal necessity, but the latter cannot at all. 
For a man spontancously wishes to be-happy, but not freely. 
Beasts also are spontaneously borne forward to those things 
which by the instinct of their nature they hold to be good for 
them, yet no liberty can be attributed to them. 

These things being considered, it is clear that it can in no 
wise be said, that ‘‘ Adam fell at once necessarily and freely,” 
unless you adduce the necessity of infallibility, which is not 
in the fall, but in the prescience of God on account of its 
infinity. But liborty is taken away when God’s decree is 
brought in, because ‘‘ Adam could not resist the will, that is, 
tho docrow of God.” What you reply, ‘As ho could nol, #0 
also he would not,’ is refuted, because he could not will 
othorwiso. What you allow to be true as to the event itself, 
you deny as to the power, But the point in dispute is not 
whether the power, which is called “ liberty,” was taken away 
from Adam’s will, which was not necessary to induce the 
necessity of the fall ; but whether the event itself, that is, the 
fall, took place necessarily. Which since you allow, you must 

necessarily allow also that he did not fall freely. or that 
power was circumscribed and determined as to that act and 
so that ho could not actually havo willed otherwiso : 


event ; ( 
else the decree of God would have been made void. And here 
again you unlearnedly make uso of the spontineous motion 


for the free. . bak 

For the elucidation of the matter you distinguish three 
times,—the time preceding the fall, the present, and the 
future.” But the present and the future have nothing to do 
with this disputation: for the fall cannot derive its necessity 


_. from ‘the present and the future time. Th 


‘ 
> Say, “the fall was necessary in 
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consequence. ‘hose are mero words and phrisos, framed for 
‘voiding the stroke of truth, in which there is no verity, nay, 
not even 2 semblance of truth. Vor it will always remain 

- true, that what is necessary from a decree, has the cause of 
its necessity in a decree and from God’s decree. But, my 
dear Porking, is nob Uhub laborious investigntion und muldng 
use of many distinctions a mark of falsity, since the language 
of truth is simple and open ? 

That “the predestinated are necessarily saved, and the 
reprobate are necessarily damned,” must be understood rightly. 
For, as any one is predestinated, it is repugnant therewith to 
be damned; and as any one is reprobate, it is repugnant there- 
with to be saved. But to be able to be saved and to be damned 
is repugnant to neither. For that decree is not concerning 
ability, but concerning the act of salvation and damnation. 
But those two acts which you lay down, ‘‘the purpose,” namely, 
“ of not showing mercy, and the purpose of damning,” follow 

sin. For mercy is necessary only for the miserable and the 
sinner; and it is said with truth, that “the purpose of damn- 
ing does not induce any necessity of damnation, except sin 
et so intervening that it may not intervene. But 
govern man that he cannot 
lare His justice in man’s 
1 nocessity of sin and 


intervene,” y 
if God decreed go to create and 
but actually sin, in order to dec 
destruction, then that purpose infers 
condemnation. 
hat “that necessity,” however, “follows in the same 
manner from foreknowledge,” is an absurd affirmation. . For 
what God has forcknown, He go foreknows because it is future. 
But what God decrees and purposes, and determines within 
Himself to do, is therefore done because He has 80 decreed. 
And from foreknowledge is concluded the infallibility of the 
event, which is the necessity of the consequence ; and from 
the decree is concluded the immutability of the event, which 


is the necessity of the consequent, 


But you object to yourself, ‘Tl ; 
nated to death cannot, although they would, be delivered by 


repentance.” This objection is not suitable for this place and 
time. ButI object to you: They who have been predestinated 
to death, even to sin, 


according to your doctrine, have been 
predestinated inorder that God might justly, namely, on 
account of sin, inflict upon them what He has decreed to 
inflict, namely, death. But, truly, if God can predestinate to 


\ 
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EXAMINATION OF PERKINS’S PAMPIULET, 389 
ARMINIUS’S TREATISE ON PERMISSION. 

But, because already frequent mention has been mado by 

_ us of tho pormission of sin, I am about to do a thing worth 

the trouble, and, as I hope, not ungrateful to you, O Perkins, 

“if at once I shall professedly explain what I suppose should 

be universally held concerning permission, according to the 

Scriptures. You will read, weigh, and judge freely and sin- 

corely ; and if anywhero I shall seem to have wandered from 

the truth, you will recall me to the path by friendly and 


serious admonition. But first I will treat of permission 
universally ; then of the permission of gin. 


OF PERMISSION IN GENERAL. 


It is known from the very inflexion of the word that per- 
mission belongs to the genus of action, whether by itself or 
reductively, as they say in the Schools. For cessation from 
an act is also to be reduced to an act. But its proximate and 
immediate cause is the will ; not knowledge, not ability, not 
power; though those also are required in the permitting 
party. For no one is rightly said to permit unless he also 
knows what he permits and to whom ; unless he is able to 
permit and to impede; unless, lastly, he has tho right and 
wuthority to permit. And if perchance permission is attributed 
to any ono who is dostituto of that knowlodgo, or ability, ov 
power, it is done by an abuse and stretching of the word, 

-and should have no place in an accurato treatmont of tho 
mutlor.” . 

The object of permission is as well the person to whom — 

anything is permitted, as the act (under the act I wish to 


_ comprehend also cessation from the act) which is permitted. 
In the person to whom it ig permitted, two things must be 


tuken for granted in respect of that act. First, strength 
sufficient to perform tho uct,—understand, unless he be pre- 
vented. Secondly, an inclination to produce the act. For, 
without the latter, the act is permitted ‘in vain; without the 
former, it is not permitted at all; for they are necessarily . 
required for the performance of the act ; and even though 
those things be present, yet, unless the person to whom the 
act is permitted have an inclination to that very act, it is per- 
mitted vaguely and to no end. Nay, nor can it be rightly 
affirmed that an act is permitted to any one who is not pos- 
sessed with any inclination for performing that act. Whence 
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it appears that antecedent to permission foreknowledge exists, 


_or a knowledge as well of strength sufficient as of inclination 
to perform that act, existing in him to whom permission ig 


given. The mode of permission is the suspension of any 
efficiency, which efficiency also is possible to the party per- 
mitting, cither according to right or according to ability, or 
in both ways; and, if used, would circumscribe or actually 
impede the act. 

Whence permission may be defined generally,—An act of 


‘the will by which the permitting party suspends any efficiency 


within his power, by the exercise of which any act of his to 


- whom permission is granted would be circumscribed or actually 


stopped, to perform which act the latter has inclination and 
strength sufficient. When these things have been accom- 
modated to God’s permission by which He permits any act to 
n rational ereature, the definition may be formed thus: God’s 
permission is an act of the Divine will, whereby.God suspends 
any efficiency possible to Him, whether by right or by ability, 
or in both ways; which efficiency, if it were made use of by 
God, would either circumscribe or actually prevent a certain 
act of the rational creature, for the performance of which act 
the same creature has inclination and strength sufficient. 
But, sinco tho will of God is always directed by ITis wisdom, 
and tends towards good, that permission cannot be ordained 

by Lim except to a certain ond, and that the bost. But thero 
are two modes or species of permission; as was intimated in 
the definition, whore is distinctly attributed to efficiency, if it 
should be made use of, either a circumscribing of the act, or 
a hindering. For the will of God is considered in two ways: 
either as that according to which He prescribes anything to 
His creatures by commanding or forbidding ; or as that accord- 
ing to which He wills to do or to hinder any thing. 

Hence the efficiency of which we are now treating is twofold : 
the one, the prescription or giving of the law by which any 
act of the creature is circumscribed, by which limitation that 
act is taken away from the liberty of the creature, so that he 
cannot perform it without sin, if it has been forbidden, nor 
omit it, if commanded. The other isthe putting of a hinderance, 
by which any act.of the creature is hindered. By the first 
mode eating of the forbidden tree, the tree of knowledge of good 
and evil, was circumscribed, and so was loving a wife; the 
former by prohibition, the latter by precept. By the second 
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mode Balaam was hindered from cursing Israel, Ahaziah from 
slaying Elijah, Sennacherib’ from taking Jerusalem, and 


_ Abimelech from contaminating himself by contact and copula- 


tion with Sarah. But because God, if He so wills, s 

both those kinds of efficiency, when and where He ‘eee 
hence also is there a twofold permission: the one, that e 
which He does not compel any act by law, but leaves it to the © 
choice and liberty of the creature; whether this be done on 
account simply of the nature of the act itself,—as in the 
Apostle’s case, “ All things are lawful to me 3” [1 Cor. vi. 123]. 
or on account of another evil to be avoided, of whieh ae 
example is: “the bill of divoreement.” The other is that by 


which He does not put a hinderance to any act by Hisown 


action,—a hinderance, I mean, by which the 7] 
impeded, not by which it can or coe to be pe 
allowed Adam to eat of the forbidden fruit, Cain ‘to slay his 
brother. For, though He made use of hinderances by which 
ieee those acts might and ought to have been stopped, 
vee : did not employ hinderances by which the act was pre- 
But it is allowable to divide even this mode of permission,— 
which is by the not placing of a hinderance that prevents an 
fct,—according to tho varioty of modes by which God can 
hinder—nay, and is accustomed to hindor—any act to offoct 
Which the croature is inclined und has sulliciont power. 1 am 
unwilling, however, for that sufficiency to’ be understood as 
without tho concurronco of tho Virst Cause. But that varict 
is derived from the causes by which a rational creature it! 
duces any act. Those causes are power, or ability,—in Greek 
called dvvayis,—and will; (for we are here speaking of volun- 
tary acts, to which the permission of which we are treating © 


has reference ;) and therefore the impediment is put either | 


before the ability or before the will of the creature: that is, it * 
is effected by God that the creature either will not or cannot 
produce that act. In the former mode He prevented the 
entrance of Adam into Paradise; in" the latter, He hindered 
Joseph from contaminating himself with adultery by having 
connexion with his master’s wife. “ 
But we must see more particularly in how many modes God 
hinders the creature from being able or willing to produce 
an act for which he has inclination and strength sufficient 
—understand, without this hinderance. First of ability hin- 
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dered, thon of will. In ordor to a croature being able to effect 
anything, it is necessary that he be able; that no greater or 
— equal ability be opposed to him; lastly, that he have an object 
- upon which his ability may act. Hence it is apparent that a 
hinderance may be put to this cause in a fourfold manner : 
first, by taking away being and life, which are the foundation 
of ability ; secondly, by taking away or lessening the ability 
itself; thirdly, by the opposition of greater or at least equal 
ability ; fourthly and lastly, by taking away the object : of 

which modes any one is sufficient. for prevention. We will 
cite examples of each mode. 

In the first mode the storming of Jerusalem attempted by 
Sennacherib was prevented by the destruction of ‘‘ a hundred 
fourscore [and fiye] thousand” men, perpetrated by one angel. 
(2 Kings xix.) So the bringing of Blijah to Ahaziah was hin- 
dered, twice fifty men being consumed by fire, who had been 

take him. (2 [Kings i.) 
“pie second wae Samson was hindered, lest he should 
be able, after his locks were shaven off, to free himself from 


the hand of the Philistines; that might of the Spirit, by ~ 


which he was strong before, being taken from him or 
diminished. (Judgos xvi.) 
In the third modo Uzziah was proventod from burning 
invense to Jehovah, the pricsty willslanding Lim ; (2 Chron, 
xxvieg) just ad nluo the carrying away of Tol nn tho Roilpin: 
ites into captivity was prevented by Abraham te his domes- 
divs joining babllo with tho victorious kings. (Gon. xiv.) = eM 
In the fourth mode Ahab was prevented from hurting Thy ah ; 
(1 Kings xix. ;) the Jews were hindered who had sworn to ints 
death on the Apostle Paul. (Acts xxiii.) For God withdrew 
Elijah, and Paul was rescued from the Jews by the ike 
So Christ often withdrew Himself from the hands of those it ho 
wished to ‘“‘take” Him, also of those who wished to make Him 
o : 
a os ‘permission contrary to this hindering is also a io 
modes contrary to,these, but atthe same time ey Bre ‘ 
For to the production of an effect a complete cause M Panay 
the absence of one necessary cause being sufficient for its pre 


ul e , , 
vention. It is necessary, therefore, when God permits any 


act to the power, ‘or ability, of the creature, that that cren- 
ture should be preserved, so that it may be and live ; ee 
ability should remain adapted for producing that act; tha 


appears that this permission of God is not 
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no groater or equal power be opposed to it; that an object, 
lastly, be granted for its operation and ability. Whence it 
idle,” as being > — 
one for which so many actions of Divine providence are 
‘required,—preserving the being, life, and power of the crea- 
ture, administering and guiding the opposition of greater or 
equal power, ard the presentation of an object. Examples 
may be adduced of this kind of permission also. So God per- 


mitted His Son to the power of Pilate and the Jews. (Matt. 


xxvil., &¢.) . ‘‘ This is your hour, and the power of darkness.” 
[Luke xxii. 58.) So He permitted Job to the power of Satan; 
(Job i.;) so Zechariah to hig murderers, (2 Chron. xxiy, : 
21, 22,) and James to Herod. (Acts xii. 2.) 

Let us now see how God may hinder the creature from will- 
ing to produce an act for which he has inclination and strength 
sufficient. A hinderance ig put to the affection and will of a 
rational creature by God in a twofold manner, according to 
which God can act upon the will. For He acts upon the will 
either in the mode of nature, or in the mode of the will and 
its liberty. The action by which He acts upon the will in the 
way of nature, may bo called “ physical: propulsion :” that 
by which He acts upon the same by means of the will and its 
liborty, may fitly bo oallod “ yuasion.” Cod, therefore, hindows 
the will, cither by physical action or by suasion, from willing 
thib to which it is inolined with w certain affection, Ho hin- 
dors the will by physical action, whon Tlo holy upon it in tho 
way of nature, in order that there may thence necessarily 
arise hinderance of an act to which the creature is affected 
with some inclination. Thus the evil disposition of the 
Egyptians towards the Israelites seems to have been pre- — 
vented, according to the judgment of some. God hinders the 
will by swasion, when by some argument He persuades the 
will not to will to commit a certain action, towards which it 
is borne by its own inclination, and for effecting which it 
possesses, or fancies itself to possess, strength sufficient : 


_ whereby the will is hindered, not necessarily indeed, but surely. 


But because God, by reason of His infinite wisdom, has fore- 
seen that by the propounding of that argument the mind of 


the rational creature would be persuaded, and that from that 
_ persuasion would issue the hindering of the act, He has no 


necessity to use the other kind of impediment, 
All the arguments by which any one can be persuaded to a 
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course of action may be reduced to three classes :—what is 
easy and performable; what is useful, agreeable, pleasant ; 
what is honourable, just, decorous. Hence God also by a 
threefold suasion prevents a man from willing to perpetrate a 
certain act. For He persuades the mind either that the act 
is difficult of performance, or even altogether impossible; or 
that it is useless and unpleasant; or that it is dishonourable, 
unjust, improper. By the argument from the diflicult or 
impossible the Pharisees and chief priests were frequently 
deterred from laying violent hands upon Christ: for they 
knew that He was accounted as a Prophet by the people, who 
from that cause seemed likely to defend Him against the 
' machinations of His enemies: (Matt.xxi. 46.) “The Israelites, 
pursuing the king of Moab in order to take him, when they 
saw that he offered up his first-born son for a holocaust, and 
knew thereby that he had confirmed his purpose, “ departed 
from him,” thinking that they could take the city only with 
‘much difficulty and great slaughter. (2 Kings ili. 26, 27.) 
Sanballat and Tobiah, and the rest of the enemies of the people 
of God, who endeavoured to impede the building of the walls 
‘of Jerusalem, were prevented from their purpose, when they 
heard that Nehemiah knew of their insidious schemes : 
“(Nehem. iv. 15:) for they despaired of offecting anything, 
unless they could attack the Jews unexpectedly. By the argu- 
ment from usclessness the soldicrs who had crucilied Jesus 
‘were prevented from breaking His bones : (John xix. 33 :) for, 
’gince He was already dead, there would have been no use in 
the breaking of the legs, which was appointed to be done, and 
was customary, for this purpose, that death might be has- 
tened ; because in those days the Jews, according to the law, 
- were desirous for dead bodies to be taken down from the cross 
before the set of sun. But God was unwilling that any bone 
of His should be broken. By the same argument was Pilate 
hindered from releasing Christ: “If thou let this Man 20, 
thou wilt not be Cesar’s friend.” (John xix. 12.) So also 
Pharaoh was hindered from willing to let God’s people G0. 
E (Exod. v., vi., vii., &e.) By the argument from what is unjust 


when he had fallen into his hands: “ The. Lord forbid that I 
should put my hand upon the Lord’s anointed.” (1 Sam. 


xxiv. 6.) 


or dishonourable David was hindered from slaying Saul, . 


But it is sufficient for hindering any act by the argument of . 


_ 
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persuasion, if the act seem impossible, useless, unjust, in the 
eyes of those by whom God wishes. it not to be committed, 


. even though in truth it be not so. Thus the Israelites were | 


prevented from going up into the promised land, when they 
had learnt form the spies the strength of the pedples and the 
fortifications of the cities; supposing it impossible that they 
should overcome them. (Num. xlll., xiv.) So David was 
hindered from fighting for the Philistines against Saul and the 
Israelites: for the Philistines said, “Let him not go up with 
us to battle, lest in the battle he be an adversary to us.” 
(1 Sam. xxix. 4.) So Ahaz was hindered from seeking a sign 
from Jehovah, when the prophet Isaiah commanded him to do 
so: for he said, ‘I will not ask, neither will I tempt Jehovah;” 
(Isai. vii. 12;) unless perchance we say that Ahaz simulated 
fear of God, and wished to seem pious; for God had forbidden | 
that any one should tempt Him. (Deut. vi. 16.) To this last 
argument belong the revelations of the Diyine will, whether 
these are actually Divine, or whether they are falsely esteemed 
80 to be. So David was hindered from building a temple to 
the Lord, God prohibiting him by Nathan, when yet he had 
determined in his mind to erect it to the glory of God. (2 Sam. 
vil.) So Laban was prevented from speaking “from good to 
ovil” to Jacob, whom he was able to hurt, as he said, (Gen. 


_ xxxi. 29.) The king of Babylon, being deterred by tho oracle 


of his gods, which he consulted, from moving against the 


. Ammonites, went against the Jews, whom God wished to 


punish. (Hzek. xxi.) Noy are merely single things, disjoined 
from others, made use of by God to prevent an act which He - 
wishes not to be committed; but also twos and threes are © 
sometimes propounded in conjunction, just as God knows to 
be expedient for preventing any act which He wills to be 
prevented. 

But what action that is by which God persuades, with argu-- 
ments adapted to hinder the will, the mind of a creature Es, 
inclined to an act and possessed of ability, we do not profess 
here to discuss. It is certain, however, that of whatever sort 
it may be, it is efficacious to prevent, and will surely prevent: 
which efficacy and certainty depends not so much on the 
omnipotence itself of the Divine action as on the foreknowledge - 


of God, who knows what arguments will move the mind of 


man in that particular state and juncture of affairs, towards 
that to which God desires him to be inclined, whether by reason 
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of Tis morcy or of His justice. Itis allowable, however, in my 
opinion, to distinguish that action so far as to say, that one 
kind of it appertains to gracious and particular Divine pro- 
vidence; God by His Holy Spirit enlightening the mind of 
man, as ho is rogoncrated, and. inclining his will to will and 
nill that which God wishes him to will and nill, and that, 
indood, from a puro affection of obedionce toward God. ‘Tho 
other kind, we may say, appertains to the more general pro- 
vidonce by which Ho wetuates men, as thoy aro mon or only 
_morally good, to nill and will what God wishes them to nill 
and will, although not with this issue and end, that they obey 
God by that volition or nolition of theirs. 
Herefrom let us now take the modes of the opposite per- 
mission, which must not be separated, like the modes of 
hinderance, but be joined together. For, as one argument can 
stay the will from willing what God wishes prevented, so it is 
necessary that the will be persuaded by none of those argu- 
ments to unwillingness, otherwise there will have been no 
permission. ‘The permission, therefore, by which God allows 
His rational creature to will to perpetrate an act for achieving 
which he has suilicient strength and inclination, is the 
suspension of all those impediments by which the will must 
have been persuaded and actually moved not to will. ‘Must 
have been persuaded,” I say, ‘and actually moved not to 
wills”? nol, by which it could bo persunded and moved not to 
will, Por it may so happen, that God, being about to permit 
any act to tho will of a creature, may 60 arrange tho whole 
affair that not only certain arguments of dissuasion, but all 
joined together, are set forth to the will of the rational 
creature: but when from that propounding of arguments 
_ persuasion will not ensue, which also God foreknows, it 1s 
hence, because that propounding of arguments agrees most 
excellently with the permission of that, for dissuasion from 
which they were made use of. 
Let us illustrate the matter with examples. God permitted 
the brethren of Joseph to cogitate about lalling their EHOS Hes, 
and at length to sell him, not caring that he was their brother, 
and that they were forbidden by God's law to papa 
slaughter or man-stealing. (Gen. XXXV1l.) So also, = : a oe 
- the cnemies of His Son to condemn Him, although unhear 
and a “just person,” and at length to kill Him, PaBng i. 
account of the law which had been not only given them by 
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' God, but also recalled to their remembrance by Nicodemus, 
Joseph, and others: “Does our law condemn any man’ 
: unheard ?” They suborned false witnesses, and found their 
testimonies not to agree together, &e. ; and yot they did what 
| thoiy onvy and hatred against Jesus dictated. (Matt. xxvi., .&c.) 
Thus, also, God permittod Saul to pursue David, making it of 
no offect that he was informed and convinced of David’s | 
Imnocence and uprightness by his own gon and by oxporionce 
itself. (1 Sam. xxiii, xxiv.) Irom these instances thus 
treated it is evident that a distinction must necessarily be. 
' made between a sufficient and an efficacious hinderance, and 
that the permission of which we are here treating is the 
suspension of an efficacious hinderance. But a sufficient 
hinderance, which God foreknows certainly will produce no 
effect, is employed by God partly to declare that that act, to 
prevent which He causes those arguments to be propounded, 
is displeasing to Himself ; partly that they may be the more 
inexcusable, who do not suffer themselves to be hindered ; 
moreover that He may the more irritate them out of their 
malice to perpetrate eagerly that act. 

We have, therefore, here a threefold permission of God: 
one by which God makes any act a matter of choice for the 
rational creature, not binding it by law: w second, by whieh. | 
He permits an act to tho wbility of the creature: a third, by 
Which Ifo pormits on act to the alfection and will of the 
ereature. ‘The two latter permissions cannot be disjoined in 
tho subject, although they both may und ought to be dis- 
tinguished from each other in a proper manner. For it ig 

, necessary for the act which God does not wish hindered, to be 
permitted to the power and will of the creature, since by. the 
sole inhibition either of power or of will an impediment is 
placed in the way of the accomplishment of the act. But 
some one will say that “the species or modes of hinderance 
have not been: sufficiently enumerated; for that an act is 
hindered not merely in its causes, but also in itself; since it 
is necessary to the -act that God grant not only the ability 


and the will, but also its carrying out, and that immediately. 


Whence it ought to follow that the act will not be produced, 
although God bestow the ability and the will; and therefore 
that the act can be stopped, although God present no obstacle 
to the power or the will,—that is, if He denies to the creature 
His concurrence, or act, or motion, which is immediately 
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necessary to produce the act. Wheneo morcover it may bo 
concluded that an act is not Jully permitted, even though it be 
permittod by God to the power and will of tho creature, unless 
~ God hayo ulso dotormined to concur immodiately in tho sumo 
act by His own act, or motion, or concurrence.” I reply, that 


I do not deny the necessity of that immediate concurrence or . 


act of God to produce an act; but I affirm that it has been 
onco for all determined by God not to deny to His creatures 
{lis concurrence, whobher genoral or special, in ordor to pro- 
duce those acts, for which He has given the creatures both 
the power and the will, or which He has permitted to the 
ability and will of His creatures: otherwise He would in vain 
have bestowed. the power and will, and would without cause 
have permitted the act to the ability and will of the creature. 
I add that an example of this sort of hinderance cannot be 
cited, in which God, after having permitted an act to the 
ability and will of the creature, has placed an impediment in 
the way by denying to the creature that immediate concurrence 
of His. : 

Wherefore I conclude that the modes or species of hinder- 
ance, and therefore of permission also, have been sufficiently 
enumerated. Yet I allow that not only great light, but even 
_ perfection, will accrue to the doctrine about Divine permission, 
if it be not only shown how God prevents the acts to which 
rational croaturos avo. inclined, and for which thoy possess 

strength sufficient; but moreover be accurately taught how 
God produces and executes His own acts and works by rational 
excatures, whether good or evil. In which, indeed, many 
pious and learned men have laboured severely, and have pro- 
duced results not to be ashamed of: but I hold that so many 
things remain to be unravelled and explained, that no genius, 
however excellent, is sufficient for these things; and that so it 
may be justly affirmed, that the well of this truth is not only 


deep and profound, but also inexhaustible. If, however, . 


following the clue and guidance of the Holy Scriptures, we let 
down into that well, it is not doubtful but that we shall he 
allowed to draw up just so much as God, the only Fountain 


and Bestower of all Truth, knows will conduce in this world 


to the salvation of His Church, and to the sanctification of 
His name; to whom be glory for ever by Christ Jesus. Amen. 
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Having thus treated of permission generally, lot us now 
look at the permission of sin. Bu, to bogin with, it must be 
understood that sin is not permitted by the first mode of per- 
Inission, Vor sin is what is forbidden by the law, and there- 
fore not permitted by the law; otherwise sin, and what is not 
sin, would be identical; sin as forbidden, and not-sin ag 
pormittod and not forbidden, Iowovor, though sin bo rightly 
said to be permitted by God, it is certain that it is permitted 
1) some mode which, generally considered, will be a suspen- 


sion of all those impediments, by the interposition of which — a 


sin might not be committed by the creature. But the impedi- 
ments by which sin, as it is sin, is hindered, aro, the revela- 
tion of the Divine will, and the moving or persuading to obey 
the Divine will. Whence it appears that the permission of 
sin-is the suspension of that’ revelation or persuasion, or even 


i of both. But to this must be added, from the general defini- 
tion of permission, that that revelation and moving or 


persuasion is of such efficacy, that, if they were employed and 

_made use of, sin would really not be committed. And this I 
therefore say, lest any one should suppose that God performs 
no act sufficient for the hinderance of sin, when sin is actually. 
not provented, and ghould thence conclude that God wills gin: 
and again, lest any one should imagine, when God producos 
one or more acts sullicient for preventing sin, that He unwil- 

‘ lingly permits sin. Into one or other of which errors we 
frequently see those persons fall who do not weigh this matter 
carefully enough. For the sole consideration of eflicacious 
prevention, by the suspension of which permission is properly 
and adequately defined, causes us to perceive that God neither 
wills sin, on account of some impediments being employed 
which are not efficacious; nor yet unwillingly permits sin, : 
because, besides those sufficient hinderances, He possesses — 
efficacious ones also in the storehouse of His wisdom and 
power, by bringing which forth sin might be surely and 
infallibly prevented. . 
_ However, in order that what we have stated thus generally 
may stand out with greater clearness, let us explain it a little 
more particularly according to the differences of sin. There 


» is, then, sin,—the one sort, of commission; the other, of 


omission. Sin of omission is when what is prescribed and 
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commanded by the law is omitted. Sin of commission is 
when what has been forbidden and prohibited by the law is 
committed and perpetrated. But because, when the law 
‘commands, not a good act merely is enjoined, but also its 


cause, mode, and end; likewise, when the law forbids, not , 


only is a bad act prohibited, but also the cause and end of its 
omission ; it hence is apparent that sin is committed in a 
twofold manner, as well against the law, which enjoins, as. 
against that which forbids: against that which enjoins, by 
omitting the act itself, and by performing the act indeed, but 
not with the due mode and end: against that which forbids, 
by committing the act, and by not committing the act indeed, 
but omitting it for an improper cause or end. Examples are 
plain. If any one omits to relieve a poor man with alms, he 
sins by omitting the act prescribed: but if any one relieves a 
poor man in order to appear to men so to do, he sins by 
omitting the due tause and end of the performance. Does 
any one steal, he sins by committing a forbidden act ; does he 
abstain from sin in order that, his malice being concealed for 
the time, he may do more grievous hurt to his neighbour, he 
sins by omitting the forbidden act in a wrong way. But now, 
the Divine permission is accommodated to every mode as well 
of omission as of commission. Tor sin is distributed, in 
respect of causes, into sin of ignorance, of injirmity, and of 
malice; win of neyliyence ov Uoughtleasnesa is added by sono, 


ag if distinct and separate from those, but others suppose it to 


bo mixed in with tho ollor throo specivs. 

The Divine permission is accommodated to these differences 
also. It would be an endless task to adduce all the distri- 
butions and differences of sin, and to show in what relation 


the Divine permission stands to each class. But we must not: 


omit, that in sin not that alone, but also the act mixed up 
with it, is to be considered ; so that there is in sin the lawless- 
ness and the act; that is, the act as such, and as forbidden or 
enjoined, of which, when enjoined, the omission, as before said, 
is sin. But permission may be considcred in respect cithor 


of the deed or of the lawlessness. For sin is hindered by — 


the hinderance of the act without which it cannot be com- 
mitted. And again, the act itself-is hindered by the sin being 
prevented, which necessarily inheres and ad 


comes to pass that a man may abstain from an act, towards 


heres to the act, 
so that that act cannot be committed without sin. For it 
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which he is borne by his inclination, because it cannot be per- 
petrated without sin: it happens also, on the contrary, that a 
man may abstain from sin, because he has no inclination to 
the. act itself. But when he abstains from an act because it 
is sin, he abstains from sin per se, from the act by accident : 
on the other hand, if he abstains from sin because the act is 
disagreeable to himself, then he abstains from the act per se, 
but from sin by accident. And when an act is permitted as 
an act, then that is permitted per se, but the sin by accident : 
when a sin is permitted as a sin, then that is permitted per se, 
but the ‘act by accident. All which is diligently to be con-. 
sidered Im permission, in order to understand what efficiency 
of His own God suspends in that permission. of His, and 
what He makes use of, but in vain: “in vain,’ I mean, in 
respect of the event, because sin is not omitted; but not in 
* Vain as regards the ends which God has in view, which are 
the best and most wisely intended, and obtained in the most 
' potent manner. Ss 
Although, however, we have already treated in general of 
the permission of acts, it will not be superfluous here to treat 
of that permission so far as those acts are mixed up with 
sin, and sin with them; paying meanwhile in this treatise | 
most ospocial rogard to the pormission of sin uy such. Lor 
since those two things are so connected with onch othor that 
thoy ounnot be divided ustudor in the subject, the Vory NeGOs- 
sity of their colicrenco scoms to domand that wo spouk of tho 
pormuission of both in conjunction, though of the permission - 
of sin per se, of the other by accident. But truly, because 
the ratio of sin appears most plainly of all in an act com- . 
mitted against a law forbidding it, so that the omission of good ° 
is often comprehended under it synecdochically, just the same 
as in the definitions of sin themselves: ‘‘ Sin is what is done 
against the law ;” also, “what is desired, said, done against 


' the law ;”—it will not be out of place if we show first how God 


permits that sin, whether He permits it as such, or as it is an 
act, or whether in both modes... - i 
,But we will deduce those modes of permission from the 
contrary modes of hinderance, as before. The murder which 
Ahab and Jezebel intended against Elijah the Prophet was an 
act Which, if perpetrated, would have deprived Elijah of life, 
and a sin against God’s sixth Commandment. God prevonted 
that murder, notas it was a sin, but as an act. Which is eyi- 
VOL. It. . at Pee DD 


a 


eatin wit zd oesnod st or. Se 
= a. petite ts 


CHRY Pulsed 


aa. 7 a 

atinint Celt Shee 
4 ft 

r 7 o fs 
yz? 4u2) Tass 


© eee ‘ 
97 
4) = 
i 
rtay 
q 
2 ais 
1 2 FN 
i. 
bo e 
bat 
= 
, { 
yg at} 
~~ 
f 
, 


acientenesty ty eh mn 
wat at 43 bolidtiineg } sor aes 
f ott sober caninbied dare™ 
iti ala id Amedoyes eb piewahe 
fee bhatt -wabk odd ode as i 
“ Fre (ho bas S70 ba aif} tae Ey tod, 9a 
ii seiatiinisiael ai ste tnt daonegia ae 
ertsige: gece al aiid decdage flow az 
ia Pat at ive ia if deatings 3 Aidt tony sash 
{ teahice ti weg wre pany td ban Soadi det ot” a fle 
¢ daictw dori bartianas ‘bre baw abort sip bre tim te 
d hae den allt galt H208- 
rote<ch vo 7 eres onqos at “my stat 2 Hoi 


ie 
ae 


Drew oehireg old hucth aeertia $6009 


sate oi Ob of OR ner OF oman of ‘ob ne mie 
tiipurrohwdg oat t6 bas anal as ach 6d? pattie 

{ p jinmerog yd exis a ante amt é 
hecid ta wh ai cite soon ails ds 
> sar of year of OR 

e nabhivietedig nitiens-ate 
Ss SENOSRA a) EO OUTING nicer. 

ivi ‘i teenie 16m SARE: 
to sie : wi aeanée lo: jose 


Vv 


wueasiaqnaill « angela u“ iy ay ia - 
= : + $d ceodd moi slasense hem 4 vitals Ue 

NOGSH mo io dibw of Sokiaieg 

158 6F AOLeerEsE One its ; : 

» os od blower i 

‘ty saonesehib Dag 

cate coieinre acyl qian 

edu ae ad} tom site Gb dash Jigta: 

Atl Ge 7 ba roltazse od ob ab Jiibeers 

S i tolt ton ahs hea 

Dsate Woy dott? i PAG 

ase ual ahig eq ind sale 

= iimeolee as to ao ‘heah add: 

. v Inodtiw toa off W asmetsbalds 

a tigal; $a ent vaigga bod 

. satut (aaeseam dovdar Bb 

aa boattienes af gor mao i faak 

1 Sinieds Yate mene oe Hee 


102 THEN WORKS Ol DAMS ARMINIUS. 


dent from the mode of prevention: for at one time Hoe with- 
drew Elijah from the hands of Ahab; (1 Kings xix. ;} and at 
another time consumed with fire from heaven those who had 
boon sont to soizo the Prophot. (2 Kings i.) Of which modes 
the former is the fourth, the latter the first,* that was opposed 
to Ahab’s ability, and hindered in that cause the effect. David, 
when urged by his followers to kill Saul, his persecutor and 
enemy, who had now fallen into his hands, was unwilling, being 
hindcred from that act, not as an act, but as a sin: for, said. 
he, “Be it far from me to put forth my hand against the Lord’s 
anointed.” (1 Sam. xxiv.) The mode of hinderance was by 
revelation of the Divine will, and persuasion to obedience, 
which is the proper mode-of hinderance of sin, as such. The 
ravishing of Sarah, Abraham’s wife, when she had been 
brought to Abimelech, was an act by which Sarah’s chastity 
would have-been violated, to Abraham’s great grief, and a sin 
against the seventh Commandment of the law; but was Divinely 
prevented, if you consider the mode of prevention, as if was a 
sin ;—for God revealed to Abimelech in a dream that she was 
married, and that he could not kmow her without'sin ; (Gen. 


xx. :)—but if you examine the end and cause of the hinder-; 


ance, [it was prevented] both as an aet and asa sin. As an 
act, because it would have inflicted indelible pain upon Abra- 

ham; but God willed to spare Llis sorvants ag a sin, bocause 
God, knowing that Abimelech had done this ‘‘ in the integrity 
of his heart,” prohibited him from sinning by touching his 
neighbour's wife. 


Let us glance at the opposite modes of permission in 


examples likewise taken from the Scripture. The selling of 
Joseph transacted by his brethren was an act and @ sin; 
(Gen. xxxvii.;) so also the affliction by which Satan tempted 
Job the man of God: (Job i., ii. :) and both were permitted 
by God ; but was it as asin, or as an act? This cannot be 
gathered from the mode of permission ; for God, when per- 
mitting, abstains from all modes of hinderance ; which unless 
He should do, He would hinder, and by consequence there 
would be neither an act nora sin committed. But from the 


end and efficacy of the 
be formed of the respec 


t according to which God permitted 
the act of sin. From the sale of Joseph arose hi 


s being carried 


* A statement of the four modes here referred to will b 
yojuine.—W, N, oe 


act and sin permitted a judgment can, 


e found on p. 392 of this. ‘ 
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away into Egypt; thence his geraaas to th igni 
; @ supreme dignity, 
whereby he was able to procure necessaries for his fathex’s 


house in a time of the direst famine. And God Himself | | 


declares that He sent him into Kgypt for this ond. But all 
this ur089 from his sale, not'as a sin, but ag an act. In Job's” 
affliction God willed the patience and constancy of His ser- 
vant Job to be tried ; but that was tried by affliction, not as a 
sim, but as an act. On the other hand God allowed David to 
number the people, (2 Sam. xxiy.,) Ahab to slay Naboth 
(1 Kings xxi.,) in which the numbering and the homicide — 
acts, but as sins. For God willed to punish Israel, and toletAhab ~ 
fill up the measure of his iniquities. It is true, indeed, that God 
willed also to transfer the pious Naboth from this vale of 
miseries to the heavenly country ; but this is effected by 
the murder not as a sin, but as an act. Yet the proper 
immediate, and adequate cause why He permitted Ahab i 


perpetrate that murder, was that which I have stated,—the ae 


measure of. his iniquities had to. be filled u 

p- For God 
could have called away Naboth to Himself by some other 
way without any sin of man. . That God permitted Absalom 


in . . . i ‘ 
_ Incestuously to pollute his father’s wives or concubines, (2Sam. 


xvi.,) was done in both respects. For, as an act, it served for the 
punishment of David, who had adulterously polluted Uriah’s 
Wile: as u sin, it was permitted because God willed that Absalom 
should by this wickedness ent himself off from all hope of regain. 
ing the favour of his offended father, and in that way might 
accelerate his own destruction, the just punishment of his rebel- 
lion against his father. In both those respects also God per- 
mitted Ahab, contrary to the word of the Lord, to go up to 
Ramoth-Gilead : (1 Kings xxii. :) as a sin, because God wished 
to punish him; as an act, because He wished him to be slain 
there whither he had arrived by the act of going up. From 
nit examples a judgment can be formed respecting similar 
ses. | 
And thus far, indeed, of the permission of sin which consists 
In the perpetration of an act forbidden by the law: let us now 
glance at the sin which is committed when an act forbidden by 
the law is not, indeed, perpetrated, but is not omitted with a due 
cause and end. Here the act is prevented, but not the sin: 
wherefore this is the sole permission of sin as such, and the 
mode of permission is a suspension of the revelation of the 


_ Divine will, or at least of the persuasion and motion to obey 
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the known will of Gol. lor the creature omits tho act, not 


because God has forbidden it; but from some other cause. , 


So Josoph’s brethren abstained from killing him, which yet 
they had resolved to do; not because they began to think that 
this wickedness was displeasing to God, but because, according 
to Judah’s warning, they thought it to be useless, and judged 
it of more advantage to sell him. (Gen. xxxvii.) Absalom, 
when he had collected some thousands of men, abstained from 
pursuing his father, who was in flight, according to Ahithophel’s 
- counsel,—not because he judged it wrong to pursue his father, 
for he was quite inclined that way; but because, following the 
advice of Hushai, he thought that to be dangerous for himself 
and his people. (2 Sam. xvii.) In these and the like instances 
we see that God prevented the forbidden act, and therefore so 
far the sin; but that He did not prevent the sin which was 


committed by those who abstained from that forbidden act, - 


but permitted theni to sin in abstaining from the forbidden 


act. The reason is manifest :—because those whom God. 


wishes to spare would be injured by the act; but by the sin 

- committed in the improper omission of the act, no hurt is 
done except to the sinner: nay, by the hinderance of the act 
punishment is prepared for the same who omitted the act, 
due to them as well on account of this sin of the improper 
omission, as on other accounts; which befell Absalom 
accordingly. 

Lot us proceed to permission of sin which is committed by 
gimplo omission of the act commanded. This is pormitted by 
God as it is an omission of an act and as sin. God, I say, 
permits that act, enjoined by the law, to be omitted, either 
as itis an act, or as itis sin. God permitted that Hli’s sons 
should not hearken to the admonitions of their father ; 
(1 Sam. ii.; ) that Saul should spare the king of the Amalekites ; 
(1 Sam. xv.;) that the Israelites, when they had heard the 
report of the spies, should decline to go up into the promised 
land; (Num. xiv.;) that the citizens of Succoth and Penuel 


- Ahab should send away Benhadad alive, ‘a man of the Lord’s 

destination; (1 Kings xx.;) that Festus, before whom 
Paul was accused, should not pronounce in his behalf a 
sentence absolving him, and that “ to do the Jews a pleasure,’ 
&e.; (Acts xxv. ;)—and He permitted all those things, partly 
as they are omissions of acts, partly as sins, that 1s, omissions 


should refuse bread to Gideon’s army ; (Judges viii.;) that ° 


~ 
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against a law that commands, partly in both respects. Of 
the sons of Eli the Scripture says that ‘they hearkened not 
unto the voice of their father, because the Lord would slay 
them:” (1 Sam. ii. 25:) wherefore the omission of obedience 
was permitted as it was sin. Saul’s omission to slay those 
whom God willed and had commanded to be slain, was per- 
mitted as sin, not as omission of the act by the performance 
of which they would have been deprived of life. (1 Sam. xy.) 
For God had determined to take away Saul’s kingdom from 


him, and had denounced that to him already by Samuel, 


because he had sacrificed without waiting for Samuel: (1 Sam. 


xii. 18, 14:) and Agag, king of the Amalekites, was after- 


wards hewed in pieces by Samuel before the Lord. The 
Israelites’ omission to go up into the promised land, as they 
were commanded by God, took place because God willed that 
the ‘‘carcases” of those who had already too often tempted 
Him and murmured against Him, should ‘fall in the wilder- 
ness.” (Num. xiv.29.) Therefore that omission was permitted 

as sin. God permitted the men of Succoth and Penuel to © 


abstain from giving bread to Gideon’s army as they ought, — 


partly to try the constancy of the persecuted, partly to prepare 
punishment for the men of Succoth and Penuel. Therefore 
the omission of the act was permitted as such and as sin; 
for, a8 by the act of focding tho pursuers of tho Midianitos 
would have been invigorated, so the omission of the act as such 
was griovous and hurtful to thom. Tho lotting Benhadad go, 
or the not slaying him, (for it was a sin committed against a 
commanding law,) was permitted by God as sin;—for He 
wished Ahab to heap up for himself wrath against the day of 
wrath, on account of his grave crimes ;—and also as omission, 
of an act. (1 Kings xx.) For by this very thing, that 
Benhadad’s life was prolonged by the omission of the act 


“commanded by God, it was granted him afterwards to fight with 


Ahab, and, after his death, with the Israelites, and to besiege 


Samaria, to the great injury of the people of Israel. But the 


omission of Festus to absolve Paul according to law and right, © 
as one who could be convicted of no crime, (Acts xxy.,) was 
permitted by God as omission of anact, not as sin. For by that 
omission there was imposed on Paul the necessity of appealing 


unto Cesar, which was the occasion of his journeying to Rome, 


where God wished him to bear witness concerning His Son. 
But now as respects the sin by which the prescribed act is per- 
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Sormed with an improper mode and end, it is certain that that is’ 


permitted as such: for nothing is therein permitted except the 


omission of the proper mode and end, which omission is pure — 


and mere sin. This appears from the mode of permission, 
which here is certain; namely, by suspension of the efficiency 
by which sin iy hindered as sin, Joab porformed many 
excellent exploits, which were enjoined by God, in making war 
bravely for Israel against the enemies of the people of God, 
that it might be well with God’s people: but God did not 
- incline his mind to do this as he ought. For, that he sought 
his own glory by thoso decds is apparent from this, that ho 
took off by wicked craft men who were equal to himself in the 
arts of generalship and in bravery, in order that he alone 
might be held in high repute. (2 Sam. iii., xx.) For he who 
defends another in. order that he may be defended, and that 
for the glory of God, does not take it ill if a great number of 
men endowed with prudence and fortitude offer themselves 
together to undertake the defence of that one; nay, rejoices 
yery much and is glad on that account. 

As respects the differences of sin, taken from its causes, 
ignorance, infirmity, malice, negligence, there is a clear dis- 
tinction in their permission. Tor the permission of a sin of 
ignorance proceeds from the suspension of the revelation of 
God’s will: of a sin of malice, from the suspension of the act 
by which the perversity of the heart is corrected and changod : 
of a sin of infirmity, from strength, to stand firm in tempta- 
tions, not being supplied: of a sin of negligence, from the 
suspension of the act by which serious and holy care and 
golicitude to take heed to our ways, and to walk in the law of 
the Lord, is ingenerated in us. For God knows, when He 
gees fit to perform any work of His by the acts of rational 
creatures which cannot be committed by them without sin, 
what efficiency of His He ought to suspend, in order to allow 
the creatures to bring forth those acts of His. He wished 


His Church to be tried and purged, and that, indeed, by the 


. act of Saul, a man who was “ zealous for the law,” who, from 


preposterous and inconsiderate love for his own religion, was: — 


desirous of the extirpation of the sect, as it was called, of the 
Nazarenes. (Acts.ix.) In order to effect this by him, God 
suffered him for some time to remain in that ignorance, 
without which, as he was then constituted, he would have 


been unwilling to persecute the Church: for he says that he : 


~ 
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did it ignorantly.” (1'Tim. i. 18.) In Julian the Apostate, 


that most horrible persecutor of the Church, He did not cure 


his resolute and obstinate hatred against Christ and the yas 


Church of Christ. For, since he was convinced of the truth of 


_ the Christian doctrine, he could not have persecuted it except 


from determined malice, But, that God did not correct thit 
hatred, was on account of the deserts of him who had of his 


‘own free will and fault deserted from Christ. God willed that a 
Peter, presuming a little too much about himself, (John xiii, ~~ 
37, 38,) should come to a knowledge of his own self, and 


suffered him to deny his Master from fear of death; (John 
xvill, 25, &c.;) not supporting him with that constancy of 
His Spirit, by which, despising death, he might dare to profess 
Christ boldly.. David, being freed from his enemies, and having 
subdued most of the neighbouring kings and peoples, began 
to take less diligent heed to his ways, and to yield himself up 
to ease and quiet, especially because he had a general so illus- 
trious and so skilled in warfare as Joab, on whom he could 
rely on account of his consanguinity : whence it came to pass 
that he fell into that shameful adultery with the wife of Uriah. 
(2 Sam. x. 19; x1. 1-8, &c.) But God permitted him to fall 
into that negligence, and perpetrate that sin on that occasion, 
in order that he might the more diligently observe himself, 
might bewail his sin for an example to others, might furnish 


an illustrious specimen and exemplar of humility and repont- 


ance, and rise again more gloriously from his sin. 


It would be tedious, however, to note the same thing in a 


every kind of sin: but these instances may be sufliciont, as 
pointing out the manner and way of forming a right judgment 
on permission. But though that complex whole which con- 
sists of the act and the lawlessness be permitted by God by 
the suspension of all the Divine acts by which, if they had 
been employed. .by God,.the act, either as such or as a sin, 
would have been prevented; yet it is useful to consider dis- 
tinctly in what respect that permission is carried out by God, 


and which and of what sort His efficiencies are which He ~ 


suspends, so as not actually to hinder the commission or 
omission of an act commanded or forbidden. For, hence in 


and justice, too, are perceived ; and it is most plainly demon- 
strated how God, in all that action, hinderance, permission of 


‘His, is blameless and freo from sin, and not in the least to be 


the most distinct manner the Divine goodness, wisdom, power, 
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oslcomod tho author of sin. In showing which, truly, so 
much the moro endeavour is to be made, by how much tho 
more prone pooplo are to full into the absurdity and blasphomy 
of those who frame, indeed, a Divine providence, acting, hin- 
dering, permitting, but without comparing and collating each 
thing with the rest, with sufficient distinctness, accuracy, 
diligence, and mutually distinguishing them. 

But the particular causes of permission, by reason of its own 
diversity, and*that of the acts and sins, are both various and 
manifold, nor are they generally explicable; which. perhaps 
may in each permission be demonstrated somehow by those 
who have their faculties exercised in Divine things, and are 
accustomed studiously to consider them. But two general or 
universal causes may be adduced why God~ permits anything, 
and why He permits this. The first is, the liberty of the will, 
of which God made the rational creature a partaker, which 
He willed to be the mistress and free principle of his actions. 
The second, the display of the Divine perfection, which is such 
that it can not only effect and hinder any thing for His own 
glory, but also so reduce to order the acts of rational creatures 
which are permitted, and which often‘go much beyond the 


bounds of the order prescribed and laid down for them,.that ° 


therefrom the praise of the Divine goodness, mercy, patience, 
wisdom, justice, and power, may shine out far more brightly 
and bo more clonrly mado known. And to this apportwins 
what Augustine beautifully says: that ‘“‘God judged that it 
was tho provinco of Tis most omnipotent goodness rather to 
produco good from evils, than not to allow evils to be.” 

Tho creature must also be considered to whom permission 
is given to commit or omit any act which cannot be com- 
mitted or omitted without sin; that is, in what condition he 
is at that time when that act is permitted to him: whether, 
only created, and standing in primeval integrity, or fallen 
from that primeyal state: whether, again, taken into grace ; 
whether called to the participation of grace ; whether brought 
- into the same; whether refractory against grace; whether 
- not solicitous enough to receive grace, to preserve the same, 
- andif there is any thing similar. For God can deny to any 

~ creature, considered as such, an act, motion, efficience, con- 
currence, whether general or special, of nature or of grace, of 


providence or of predestination, (although I dare not assert _ 


confidently concerning the act of Pe aben) 9 which act 
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and coneuyronce, which motion und oflicioncy, Ife cannot 
without injustice deny to the same cronturo otherwise con- 
sidered, But permission of gin of this kind consists in the 
suspension of the Divine act, motion, efficiency, &c., as we 
have before seen. He, indeed, who would treat fully and com- 
pletely of permission, must necessarily deal with the provi- 
dence of God universally, and with preserving, governing, 
moderating, efficient, hindering, permitting providence, in 
their several species. For, as permission is opposed to 
hinderance either privatively or in contradiction, so is it 
opposed to efficiency by disjunction or separation: and the 
nature of permission is such that it must necessarily have pre- 
ceding it various acts of God occupied about the same — 
creature to whom permission is given, and about that act 
which is permitted: and unless these acts of God be explained 
accurately, it cannot be understood which Divine efficiency it 


is, in the suspension of which permission properly and imme- 


diately consists. ‘This, also, is the cause that many, when 
they hear any thing about permission, immediately fancy to. 
themselves an easy quiet of Providence and an abstinence 
from all acts: others, considering the power and efficacy of 
Providence present and presiding over all things and acts, 
either repudiate permission, or confess it only in word, so 
meanwhile explaining it as that it may be resolved into some 
vflirmative set of God nnd officioncy of Lis providonvs. But 
both errors are to be avoided, lest we take away the acts 
belonging to Divino providence itself, or attribute to it acts 
foreign to it and unworthy of God’s justice. 

But some one will object to these things which thus far 
have been said by us, that I attribute to permission not only 
the unlawfulness and irregularity of the act, but also the act 
itself, and by that very thing take away not only the unlaw- 


fulness, but also the act itself, from the Divine will and 


efficiency. In which the objector will assert that he perceives 
a twofold error: First, that I attribute sin absolutely and in 
every respect to permission, and take it away from the Divine 
efficiency and will, when in a certain respect it is to be attri- 
buted to God’s will and efficiency: Secondly, that I take away an 
act, which is an entity and something positive, from the efficiency 


' and will of God, which is the First and Supreme Cause of every 


entity. Let us look more closely at each of these objections. 
The First objection we thus unfold according to the mean- 
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ing of the objectors: In sin there are three aspects: for there 


is first the evil of the fault ; then, the punishment of the sin ; 
lastly, also, the cause of other sins. But that God is the cause 
of punishment, they say, is beyond controversy, because it is 
wn act of justice, by which sin, transgrossing tho law of Divino 
Justice commanding, is brought under the order of Divine Jus- 
tice punishing. That sin is from God as it is the causo of 
another sin, also, they prove by the example of blinding, 
hardening, delivering up to a reprobate mind, which acts aro 
from God, and are the causes of sins. 

I answer, First, that that objection is not valid against all 
sins: for the first sin which was committed by the creature 
cannot be the punishment of another sin. There are also 
many sins which are not actually-the causes of other sins; 
God so administering and dispensing the fall and the sins 
of His creature that they turn out for good,—producing, to 
wit, greater hatred’ against sin, and more diligent solicitude 
and carefulness in taking heed to his ways. Many sins, there- 
fore, without involving the contradiction implied in this objec- 
tion, are done with God’s permission and without His in any 
wise effecting them. But there are nevertheless, they will 
say, many sins which have those three aspects: of thom at 
least it is allowable to say that they have God for their author 


and cause with regard to those two latter aspects. 1 answer, — 


thoroforo, Secondly, that thoro is no act or sin which is at onco 
an evil of fault, an evil of punishment or of punishment of 
sin, and the cause of another sin, if those things be con- 
sidered correctly and rigidly. I allow, however, that that 
is customarily said, and is very common with most who treat 
of this matter. 

I will first prove what I assert: then I will confirm and 
illustrate it by adducing examples of blinding and hardening. 
That no act is at once sin and punishment, is certain, because 
sin is voluntary, punishment is involuntary; sin is action, 
punishment is passion or suffering; by punishment sin 18 
reduced to order, by sin it is not reduced to order ;—by punish- 
ment, I mean, differing from sin or the evil of fault or guilt, 
not in aspect or relation only, but also in matter and subject, 
as being an act. _ ‘‘ But since this is affirmed by learned men, 
there must be some reason for their holding that opinion.” 


I confess it; but let us look into the sense in which they assert 


and understand it. 


Ee ing 


: é ess ‘ ; 
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‘They say that sin is the punishment of sin, because God 
on. account of preceding sin allows the sinner to commit 


another sin; nay, and suspends certain of His own acts, and. 


produces others, which being supposed the creature will of 
his own wickedness sin, and commit another sin; by which 
sin he merits for himself greater punishment and condemna- 
tion; and so, because it is what deserves greater punish- 
ment, it is said to be the punishment of sin, by a metonymy 
of cause and effect. And in that sense they understand that 
saying of theirs, or it cannot be defended. But that no sin: 
is at once an evil of fault and the cause of another sin, is also. 
true, if it be rightly understood; I mean, the proximate and. 
immediate cause. It is, indeed, the meritorious cause of another 
sin; that is, it merits that God thereafter suspend a certain 
act of His, and produce other acts, which being supposed, 
the man out of his own wickedness, as said before, will commit 
another sin: for it is the cause preparatory to the perpe- 
tration of other sins: for by sin the conscience is wounded, 
earnestness and confidence in prayer are extinguished, habit 


of sinning is acquired, a right over the sinner is concededto = 
the devil: from which thereafter follows an easy lapse into  —_— 
another sin ; but it is not the proximate and immediate cause 


of another sin. Yet it is a cause, some one will say, though 
remote and meritorious. What then? I ask. or by this’ 
distinotion tho objoction is rofuted, Tor God by that distine- 
tion is put as the cause of some acts, which being premised 
the creature from his own wickedness will certainly add 
another sin to the former meritorious one, and is absolved 


from the causality of the sin which merited that God should 
produce those acts ; of the sin, I mean, also as it is the cause of 


another sin. For the action of God intervenes between the sin 
which is the cause of another sin, and the consequent sin. But 
by that objection it was concluded that God is the cause of sin as 
it is the cause of another sin. That error arises from the con- 
fusion and disordered consideration of those acts. For sin as 
the evil of fault or guilt is to be put first ; this is followed by 
desert or liability to punishment, from the justice of God ; that, 
by the act of God, punishing that sin according to its desert by 
His desertion and blinding. 

But “ blinding,” youwill say, “is a sin or evil of fault or guilt, 
and the punishment of preceding sin, and the cause of conse- 
quent sin :”” and ‘ God is the cause of blinding.” Now the 
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Wwuth of what was said before must bo domonstratod in this 
example, It is correctly affirmed that God’s act of blinding 
is tho punishment of the procudont gin; moroovor it may bo 
said to be the cause of the consequent sins, if rightly under- 
stood,—namely, by the removal of preventing grace, and tho 
carrying out of certain acts from which it will follow that the 
ereature, thus blinded and forsaken, by reason of his own 
wickedness, commits sin. But that blinding is not sin, nor 
evil of fault or guilt. For a distinction must be made between 
- the blinding which is an act of God, and which man suffers, 
and the man’s own blinding of himself by which he obstinates 
and hardens his mind against God ; which is an action of the 
man, proceeding from his own wickedness and determined 
obstinacy. These actions are, indeed, concurrent, but not coin- 
cident; nor is it an action one in number, arising from the 
efficiency of those concurrent causes, which, joined together, 
make one total cause of that act which is called “ blinding.” 
Yet learned men often speak thus, I allow, but not distinctly 
- enough ; and perhaps in such a sense as is agreeable to my 
explanation, and not contrary thereto. For they take “ blind- 
ing,” in a complex and indistinct sense, for the act of blinding 
and the result, or the work and the effect which thence takes 
pluco in the blinded person, which may bo slylod © pasaivo 
blinding” produced by that ‘ active blinding.” } 
Concerning blinding, taken thus confusedly and indistinelly, 
it may bo svid that it is sin, tho punishmont of sin, and tho 
eauso of sin: but that doos not conflict wilh my opinion, who 
deny that God is the cause of that blinding as it is sin and 
evil of fault or guilt. For active blinding, (to distinguish,) 
which is produced by a man blinding himself, is sin ; for it is 
great wickedness for a man to harden his mind against God. 
Active blinding, as it proceeds from God, is the punishment of 
antecedent sin, by which the sinner merited for himself deser- 


tion and privation of grace. The active blinding which is’ 


from man, and that which is from God, concur to one effect, 


which is passive ‘blinding, which properly is punishment. , 


Lastly, the active blinding of a man blinding himself, and of 
God blinding a man, is the cause that other sins are heaped 
upon the former ones by the blinded sinner, but in the manner 
which has been stated. I answer, moreover, If it should 80 
happen that one and the same act should be the sin or evil of 
guilt, the punishment of sin, and the cause of consequent su, 


f 
, 
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then it could not como to pass that God should be its enuso 
wecording to thoge last two respects, and not according to the 
first, on nccount of wv twofold cunso, Tirst, boowuso tho dis 
tinction of aspect or relation cannot make God to be the cause 
of tho one, and not of the other conjoined therewith, except in 
that mode which will be explained hereafter, which is excluded 
in this instance by those who say that Divine blinding is asin, ~ 
and the cause of sin. These aspects or relations have their 
use in an intelligent mind, and one that is capable of discern- 
ing and distinguishing things the most closely conjoined, nay, 
that considers a thing that is one and the same in act and 


' number in a diverse respect: but in actual efficiency, whose 


term is real entity, they cannot have place. God inflicts 
punishment on the sinner and on His creature: the act of 
infliction does not distinguish the creature from the sinner, 
but the mind or intention of Him who punishes: for it knows 


‘that the creature is punished, not as such, butas sinful. This 


fault is frequently committed, that the aspects or relations 
are drawn farther than their nature bears. Secondly, because, 
of those three respects,—order, nature, and causality,—the 
former is that by which sin is considered as an evil of guilt; 
tho latter ure those by which it is considered us w punishment 
and the cnuse of consequent sin, But God is the First Canse 
of all effects which He produces with or by Lis creaturos ; but. 
i (hit Gado Toe will bo the posterior onuny 5 for Tle will prodive 
a certain act with reference to the posterior respects, which act , 
tho crouturo producos with reference to the former respect: 
which is absurd, and inverts the order of causality and effi- 
ciency, which exists between the first and the second cause. 
Unless that concurrence be allowed which we shall hereafter 
explain; which is denied to have any place here, by those 
who say that this blinding by God is the consequence of sins, 
and at the same time sin. These things, indeed, I thought » 
should be explained a little more at length, on account of the 
difficulty of the thing itself, and because of preconceived 
opinions. : 

Let us proceed to the Second objection, which we thus unfold 
according to the intention of its authors. ‘“‘In sin there are 
two things,—the act, and its unlawfulness,’ or want of order, 
The act is something positive, its want of order privative: the 
latter has for its cause the will of the creature, but the 
former must necessarily be referred to the first cause: and in 
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this way God is the cause of that act which, in respect of man, 
or as it proceeds from man, is sin. An act, therefore, which 
is not committed by man without sin, is wrongly taken away 
from the Divine will and efficiency, and. attributed to permis- 
sion; since that act, as such, belongs to efficiency; but, as 
unlawful, to Divine permission.” I answer, First, that it 
cannot be said truly and universally of all sin, that there are 
in it two things,—the act and the unlawfulness. For some- 
times it is the act itself that is prohibited ; sometimes not the 
_act itself, but some circumstance about it. Thus, the eating 
of the tree of knowledge of good and evil was prohibited; not 
any circumstance of it: and therefore the eating itself was 
- improper, unlawful, and out of order, nay, was disorder itself ; 
the law, to wit, being laid down which forbade the eating of 
it. Otherwise, eating, by itself and in itself, without that 
law, is a natural act, having no irregularity in it: but, the 
law being laid down-which forbids that eating, it cannot be 
considered so naturally good that irregularity may be attached 
to it, on account of which it must be omitted: for it is to be 
omitted of itself and on account of itself, because forbidden 
by the Divine law, and because the very act of eating is 
sinning: all the irregularity consisting in this, that that act 
of eating has place in the number and order of human actions, 
which place it ought by no means to have had, nor to have 
Jneronsod the number; but it should itself ayo beon ontiroly 
omitted, and have been shut up under perpetual control, never 
to be produced in act. 


Tho similo which many adduco to illustrate this mattor, ’ 


from a limping horse, does not meet the case of an act which 
has been prohibited by law. For in limping there is the gait, 
and it is limping, that is, faulty going: and there faultinoss 
befalls the gait on account of a lame leg ; which fault, although 
it cannot actually be separated from that imperfect going, yot 
ean fittingly be distinguished from it: and sc it might happen 
- that the same horss, its leg being cured, might go rightly, 
and in this way limping would be absent from his gait. But 
in eating of the forbidden tree there is not eating and faulti- 
ness of cating; but the eating, itself, whole and sole, has the 
nature of sin, bechuse committed against the law. But that 
simile has place in sin that is committed against a law which 
prescribes the act itself, but prohibits some circumstance of 


the act; which sin consists in this, that an act which is | 
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good, allowed, prescribed by the law, is not rightly performed ; 
as when alms ‘are given to a poor man from ambition and 


- pride, in order that he who bestows them may appear to men 


to be liberal and a lover of the poor, nay, and religious also. 
That act is good and like the gait; but vice accrues to it, like 
lameness, from a vitiated affection, which renders that act 
imperfect and ungrateful to God; which yet is not therefore ~ 
to be omitted, but nevertheless to be performed, though in a 
right and due mode, the viciousness being averted and omitted, 
which in law and fact ought to and can be separated therefrom. 

But I confess that by that answer the question or objection 
is not satisfactorily met. For some one will urge and say, 
that the eating, however, is a positive act, and hence a sort 


of entity, although it may have been forbidden; and that, 


since every entity has God for its cause, God also is the cause 
of that eating; and so also of other positive acts, although 
committed against a law which forbids them; and that there- 
fore sin, since it is an act, cannot be taken away from God’s 
efficiency. : 

T answer,’ that I by no means take away from the efficiency 
of God an act which is not perpetrated by the creature without 


sin: on the contrary, I openly allow that God is the cause of © is 
‘all actions which are perpetrated by the creatures. But I 


merely require this, that that. efliciency of God be so explained 
ws that nothing whatever be dorogatod thereby from tho liberty 
of the creature, and that the guilt of sin itself be not trans- 
ferred to God: that is, that it may be shown that God is 
indeed the effecter of the act, but only the permitter of the sin 
itself; nay, that God is at the same time the effecter and 
permitter of one and the same act. This matter is, in good 


truth, arduous and most diflicult of explanation:. let us, 


however, attempt something towards its elucidation. 

I say, then, that God is cither the mediate or the immediate 
cause of any act which proceeds from the creature. He is 
the mediate cause when He influences the cause, and moves 
it to cause an act: the immediate, when together with the croa-:. 
ture He influences to an act, and together with the creature is) 
the total cause of that act. When God moves the creature to: 
cause, then, because the creature, as the second and subor-: 
dinate cause, is determined by the First Cause moving to a 
particular act, which has its species from the influx and 
motion of God, it cannot. be that that act, of whatever sort ib; 
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be, is imputed to the creature for a fault; butit is necessary, 
if that uct can be called by the name of “sin,” for God to be 
the cause and author of that sin. And since this can by no 


- means take place, it is certain that, by that way of the mediate 


uction of God, it cannot bo explaincd how God is tho causo 
of an act which is not committed by a man without sin, and 
the permitter of the sin itself. But when God is the imme- 
diate cause of the act which is produced by the creature, then 
the second cause, if it be free, (like that of which we are 


_ treating in this place,) had it in its power either to influence 


to action, or to suspend its influence, lest that action should 
take place, and so to influence as that this rather than another 


- action should be produced. ‘Whence it follows that, since the 


second cause has freely bent to its own act, and since by its 


_ own particular influence it has determined the general influ- 


ence of God to this particular act, and constituted the species 
of the action; the second cause is in fault, and,that act is 
rightly called ‘‘sin” in respect of the second cause; but God 
is free from blame, and with respect to Him that act cannot 
be called ‘ sin.” 

For that concurrence and influence of God contributes 


nothing to the free will of the creature, whereby it may-be- 
_ cither inclined to action, or assisted, or strengthened ; nor does 


it constitute will in the first act, but in the second act; and 
therefore presupposes in tho will whatever is necessary to 


action, not even excepting the concurrence of God; which 


ee RAR ee i ee ee eT ee ee 


although the will of a free creature has not in act, unless it 
operates with the act, yet it has it in its power, prepared and 
set forth for it, before it operates. If it be otherwise, the will 
cannot be said to have an act in its power or proximate ability : 
nor can it be called the moral cause of that act, but only the 
natural, and therefore the necessary cause, to which sin can in 
no wise be attributed. 

And in this way that difficulty is solved, and it is shown 


how God may be the cause of an act which cannot be com-: 


mitted by the creature without sin, so as that ncither is He 
the author of sin, nor is the creature free from sin; nay, and 
that He is only the permitter of sin, but the creature the 
proper cause of sin. For God allows to the will of the free 
second cause the dispensation of the influence proper for 
a certain act; and where the second cause is in the very 
momentum and instant of the influence about to follow, God 


\ 


~ 


| 


frecly and according to THis own judgment joins His universal 


influence and concurrence to the creature’s iniluence, knowing 


that without His influence the act neither could be nor would 
be produced. Nor is it'right that God should deny His 
influonco and concurronco to tho creature, oven though Ife 
sees that the onflow of the creature towards the act which 
he has‘in hand is joined with sin, and is committed against 
His law. - For, the act which He permitted to the liberty of 


man, when the law was not enacted by which that act was — 


afterwards forbidden ; the same act it is equitable for Him to 
permit to the liberty of the creature when the law is laid 
down. For in vain would the law.be laid down for an act, 


to produce which God should will to deny to His creature © 


His concurrence. For so it could not be produced by the 
creature ; and therefore there would be no use in forbidding 
by a law its production by the creature. Then again, God 


has appointed to try the obedience of His creature by legisla- 
tion: but He cannot do so.if He has determined to deny His © 


concurrence to an act forbidden by the law: for without that 
concurrence the creature cannot commit that act. And why 
should God deny to an act, to which, as naturally good, He 
has ordained not to deny His concurrence, that same concur- 
rence when become morally evil by the law enacted; when 


God by His legislation testifies and declares that He wishes — 


tho ereaturo to abstain from that act as it is morally bad, and 
not as it is a natural act? But He wishes the creature to 
abstain from an act as morally bad, when He gives him a law 
which forbids, and to which the creature is bound to render 
obedience. But when He determines to deny His concurrence, 
He wishes that act not to be committed by the creature, as it 
ig a natural act. For the former kind of impediment is moral, 


the latter natural; the former by the laying down of a law, ~ 


the latter by denial of concurrence: by the laying down, I 
mean, of a law by which that act cannot be perpetrated 
without sin; but by the denial of concurrence, on account of 
which the act simply cannot be done. This impediment, 


therefore, the denial of concurrence, being placed, there was no ~ 
- need for the other, the enacting of a law, to be put. 


From this explanation it appears that a creature sinning 
commits an act of sin with the full liberty of the will, as well 
as regards its exercise, as with respect to the species of action, 
by which two all liberty of the will is circumscribed. For 
You, III. EE 
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liberty as to exercise is that by which [the creature] can will 
and do, and suspend volition and action. Liberty as to 


species of action is that by which it wills and does this action ~ 


rather than that. We show both those kinds of liberty in 
_ another mode, in the act of sin which a creature produces 
with God’s concurrence. In the act of sin is to be considered 
its existence, andits essence. That that act exists, depends 
on the liberty of the will as to its exercise. That it has this 
esscnce rather than that, or that it is this act rather than 
another; that it is rather a forbidden act than one not 
forbidden, rather against this than against that precept; 
depends on the liberty of the will as to the species of action. 
But now, that that act should exist, the creature has effected 
by its own free influence, by which it willed rather to act than 
not to act; although not without the influence of the Divine 
concurrence, freely joining itself to the creature’s influence in 
that first momentum and instant of that influence. , But, that 
it should be this act rather than another, is effected by the 
second cause, freely determining its own act to a certain 
species, to this rather than that; that it should be rather 
‘this something, than another something.” If any one say, 
that in this way Divine concurrence is suspended by the 
ereature’s influence; I answer, that that does not follow from 
what has been said. For though God does not concur to 
influonce oxcopt tho creature bo willing, yct Mis influencing 
depends on His own pure liberty; for He could not influence. 
Hence now it may clearly appear how God may be both the 
pormitter of sin, and the offecter of the act which the croaturo 
cannot commit without sin: the permitter of sin, as He permits 
to the sinner the free dispensation of His influence : the effecter 
of the act, as He joins His concurrence to the creature’s 
influence, without which the act cannot at all be performed by 


the creature. 


But if any one cannot receive that distinction, either on. 
account of the difficulty of the thing itself, or on account of : 


defect in our explanation, and therefore contends, that the 
efficiency of sin must in some mode be ascribed to God, 
- because He is the effecter of that act; I wish him to consider, 
that by the same reasoning God may be called the permitter 
of the act, because He is the permitter of sin; nay, and far 
more justly, since by His prohibition He has declared that He 
now is unwilling for that act to be perpetrated by the creature, 
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which before was permitted not only to the liberty and ability 
of the creature, but also to his right and power: by which 
prohibition that act of Divine efficiency is subtracted in go 
far as it ought to have availed for deterring the creature from 
perpetrating that: and, on the other hand, by so much the 
more must the efficiency of that act of the will be ascribed to 
the liberty of the creature, by how much more vehemently it 
may be understood to have willed the act forbidden by the 
Divine law than was permitted to its power or ability. 

But, in whatever mode that matter be explained, sedulous 
care must be taken, both lest God be set down as the author 
of sin, and lest the act itself of God’s efficiency be withdrawn: 
that is, that whole act, both as an act and asa sin, must be 
duly subjected to the providence of God; as anact, to efficient 


providence ; as a sin, to permissive providence. If, however, ©. Bd 


there shall be an inclination to the other side, there will be 
less harm in withdrawing the act from the Divine efficiency as 
it is an act, than in attributing sin to God’s efficiency ag 


itisa sin. Forit is preferable to deprive God of anyactwhich _ a 
belongs to Him, rather than to attribute to Him an evil act ~ 


which does not belong to Him; because more grievous injustice 


is charged upon God if He is called the cause of sin, than if: 


He is exhibited as an idle spectator of an act. 


FOURTH ORIMINATION, 
“ That we teach that the greatest part of mankind is deprived 
of Christ and of all saving grace,” 

The moaning of that crimination is this: [you are charged 
with teaching] that God by His eternal and immutable decree 
has ordained by. His own meré will to elect some from among 
men, but to reprobate others, and those much more numerous: 
that since the elect, as having become sinners in Adam, cannot 
be brought to salvation, unless satisfaction has been made to 


God’s justice and sin has been expiated, hence God determined noe 


to give His own Son to them as a Mediator, Reconciliator, and 


Redeemer, who should assume human nature for them alone, 
should die for their sins only, should reconcile them alone to. 


the Father, should merit the Holy Spirit and redemption for 


them alone, should of set purpose offer grace to them alone, ° 


and should call them only to faith, and endow them with faith 
by internal vocation, &c.; those whom He has reprobated 


being excluded from all these things, so that there is no hope | 


92.2 
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of salvation in Christ for them; because God from eternity 
has willed that Christ should not be made man for them; 


should not die for them; without any consideration of in- 
' fidelity; and though He takes. care that the Gospel be 
announced to them also, it is not done for their benefit, but 


because the elect are mixed up with them, who, according to 
God’s decree, are to be brought by that preaching to faith and 


salvation. But now you should have answered whether you 


admitted that crimination, as fairly objected to your doctrine, 


- or whether you held your doctrine to be free from that crimi- 


nation. You seem to confess that this is truly your opinion: 


and certainly such must be your confession, if you wish to be 


consistent with yourself, and to speak in harmony with your 
doctrine. 


You answer, therefore, First, that what is objected to your 
. doctrine by that crimination is not a crime: let us see, how- 


ever, how you teach and demonstrate this. First) you say 
that it is not a hard thing for them to be deprived of Christ, 


because ‘‘ they have already réceived in Adam saving grace, 


eo 


righteousness, and a life of bliss, together with ability to 
persevere in the same, if only they had been willing.” But, 
say I, meanwhile a good part of men are simply deprived of 
Olivisl, who novor wero nor will bo purlakors of Christ's saving 
graco, Tor tho graco bestowed on Adam, and in him on all 


his postority, is not the grace of Christ, which was not thon 


nocossary, But, you affirm, God could thon havo condomned 


~ all men without injustice, and not havo bostowod grace ovon 


on one. Who denies it? For neither is this the point in 
dispute, Whether God, when man with all his posterity had 
sinned by his own fault, and become lable to eternal death, 
ought to have given His Son to tho world as a Mediator : but, 
Whether it can be said with truth, that when God willed His 
Son to become man and die for sins, He willed it with this 
distinction, that He should assume the human nature, which 
He has in common with all men, only for a certain few ; that 


he should suffer death for some few only, which might have _ 


been the price for all the sins of all men, and for the first sin 
which all equally had committed in Adam: that is, Whether 


~ God determined within Himself to deal with the greatest part 


of men according to the rigour of His justice, according to the 


 yule of the law, and the condition required in the law; but 


with afew according to His mercy and grace, according to the 


) 
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Gospel and the righteousness of faith, and the condition set 
forth in the Gospel: whether He determined to impute to a 
certain few the sin which they had perpetrated in Adam, in 
their own person, without any hope of remission. ‘This, I say, 
is what isasked. To this question you reply in the affirmative, 
and therefore confess that that crimination is justly objected to 
your doctrine. Nor shall you slip away by that subterfuge, 
that “it is not wonderful that they are deprived of Christ, 
since they repudiated the grace received in Adam.” Your 
reply concerns tho justice of the act, and the inquiry is about 
the act: your reply has respect to the cause, and the question 
igs whether that exists, of which you are presenting the cause. 

But lest that answer of yours should seem to many persons 
too horrid, you adduce, Secondly, another reply; namely, 
that ‘‘ Christ may be said to have died for all:” but you adjoin | 
an explanation of such a sort as corrupts the interpretation, 


- and simply takes away what you seemed in word to concede. 


For you add, that ‘‘He has not died for all and each equally 
with respect to God, not for the damned the same as for the 
elect, not efficiently on the part of God.” Let us stop here a 
little, and weigh what you say. The Scripture says plainly 
and in simple language that “Christ has died for all,” even 


for those that perish. (Rom. xiv. 15; 2 Peter ii. 1.) ‘ Not 


equally,” you say, ‘‘as regards God.” But what docs this 
moun, as vyogards God?” doos ib moun the simone by tho 
decree of God?” ‘Truly Christ ‘by the grace of God tasted 
doath for ovory man,” as says tho Scripture, (ob. ii. 9.) Ab 
God’s command Christ laid down His life ‘‘ for the life of the 
world ;” (John vi. 51;) and ‘‘for His sheep.” (John x. 11.) 
And He cannot be said to have died for any man except by 
the decree and command of God the Father ; because He did not 


die except by the decree and command of the Father. But | 


you will affirm that you are not treating of the decree by 
which God the Father imposed on the Son the office and part 
of expiating for sins by His own death; but of the decree by 
which He ordained to save the elect by Christ. ButI say 
that this decree, by its very nature, is posterior to the death | 
of Christ, and to the merit obtained by His death. | 
You therefore add, ‘‘ has not died equally for the reprobate” 
(for so you ought to have called them, and not ‘‘ the damned ”’) 


‘and for the elect.” You consider these things in a perverted 


order. For the death of Christ in the order of causes precedes 
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tho decree of election and reprobation, whence arises the 
difference between men elect and reprobate. Tor election has 


been made in Christ as dead and risen again, and having’ — 


moritod graco and glory: wherefore also Christ has died for 


all without distinction of elect and reprobate. Tor that two- 


fold aspect of men is posterior to the death of Christ, belong- 
ing to the application of the death and resurrection of Christ, 


’ and of the benefits accruing therefrom. But that phrase, 


“Christ died for the elect,” does not signify this, that some 


- were elect before Christ received from God the command to 


offer His own life as the redemption-price for the life of the 


world, or before Christ was considered as dead; (for how can 


it, since Christ is the Head of all the elect, and in Him their 
election is sure?) but that the death of Christ goes to the 


_ benefit of the elect only, which comes to pass by the applica- 


tion of Christ and of His benefits. 
Wherefore also tlfe phrase used by the Schoolmen is to be 


go understood, that “‘ Christ has died for all sufficiently, but. 


efficaciously only for the elect and believers.” But truly that 
form of expression is in my judgment absurd,—“ efficiently on 
God’s part.” For what is meant by, ‘‘ Christ died, efficiently 
on God’s part, for the elect, not for the reprobate?” ‘Those 


~ oxprossions cannot bo conjoined in any proper sense. I know 


you meant to signify that the eflicacy of Christ's death is 


~ applicd to thom, and not to others, But if you intond this, 


you should also have spoken so as to be understood to mean 
this. lor if you will pleaso to examino rigidly both that 
phrase of yours and that of the Schoolmen, you will find it 
cannot be employed without injury to the death of Christ and 


its merit. For sufficiency is attributed to the death of Christ, 


efficacy is taken away, since the death of Christ is on that 


account a sufficient price for the life of the world, because it 


was efficacious for abolishing sin and making satisfaction to 
God. Weare not talking, you will say, of the efficacy, but of 
the application, of His death. Nay, the very contrary is 


plainly evident: for’you take away the efficacy from that 
- thing to which you attribute the sufficiency: but you attribute 


- the sufficiency to the death of Christ. For how shall a price 


be sufficient which is not a price? That is not a price which 


is not offered, not paid, not reckoned up. “ But Christ did 


not offer Himself as a price except for some few, namely, the 
 clect.” Certainly, these are mere words and subterfuges, of 


sin ta 
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oe you avail yourself in order to escape the stroke of 
ruth. 

You next adduce [as your Iirst argument] certain passages 
of Scripture for the purpose of proving your doctrine, Christ 
says to the reprobate, “I never now you:” [Muatt. vil. 23 :] 
therefore He never acknowledged them for His own. What 
then? ‘‘ Therefore He did not die for them.” ‘I'he argumen- 
tation is inconsequent: for it is necessary that He should by 
His own death redeem to Himself those whom He is about to 
hold as His own: but those whom He does not hold as His 


_own, them He does not know as His own, or acknowledge for 


His own. But when He acknowledges some for His own, it is 
not enough that He should die for them and by right of 
redemption obtain them for Himself, but also that He should 
make them actually His by reason of an effectual application 
of benefits. Whence it appears that there is here the fallacy 
of ignoratio elenchi, and of ‘‘ the cause for the non-cause.” 
The Second argument which you advance is of no greater 
force. . ‘‘ If all and each be effectually redeemed, all and each ~ 

also are reconciled to God: But all are not reconciled, nor do 
all receive the remission of sins: Therefore all and each have 
not been effectually redeemed.” What if I say that I grant 
the whole of this, but rightly understood ; and that what you 
conclude is not at all involved in the question? Wor you 
confound tho effect accomplished with the action and passion 
from which it arises. or tho offering up of Christ to death 
is the action of Christ whereby He obtained redemption. For 
you confound the redemption obtained with the application of 
the same: for, to have been effectually redeemed signifies the 
being a partaker of the redemption accomplished and obtained 
by the death of Christ. You also confound the reconciliation 
achieved with God by the death and sacrifice of Christ with 
the application of the same; which are plainly distinguished 
in 2 Cor. v.19: “God was in Christ, reconciling the world 
unto Himself; and hath committed unto us the word of — 
reconciliation,” &c. In Rom, y. 10, we are said to be ‘‘recon- 
ciled to God when we were enemies ;’’ which certainly cannot 
be understood of the application of reconciliation. But what 
you affirm as to “ the remission of sins and satisfaction being 
joined together,” is not true in every respect. For satisfac- 
tion precedes, as consisting in the death and obedience of 
Christ: but remission of sins consists in the application of 
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«satisfaction by fuith in Christ, which cannot actually follow 


satisfaction accomplished. Christ, indecd, by making satis- 
faction has oblainod oternal redomption and tho right of 
remission of sins; but sin is not remitted except to those who 
actually believe upon Christ. Tho passage from Prosper 
entirely agrees with what I have here said.* For by the word 
“yodomption” he understands tho act with its result and tho 
application of the same. ‘his second argument of yours is, 


therefore, beyond the purpose, and, on account of its various 


confusion and equivocation, concludes nothing. 

The Third argument also is inconsequent. For even if we 
grant the antecedent, the consequent does not follow. But it 
must be known that ‘‘ Christ gave Himself that He might 
obtain from the Father the right of sanctifying those who 
_ should believe on Himself ;’’ and that these things are so con- 
joined immediately. Because, however, He obtained that right, 
He also actually executes that right by the Spirit, and by the 
application and sprinkling of His blood, sanctifying to Him- 
self a peculiar people, and redeeming and freeing it from its 
evil state of bondage ; which belongs to the application of the 
benefits gained for us by the death of Christ. But it does not 
follow from thence that, because all are not actually partakers 

of that sanctification, therefore Christ did not give Himself as 
a redemption-price for them; because the-action of Christ is 
confounded with its result, and the application of the bonefits 


- with the obtaining of the same. — 
Tho Fourth argumont labours under the samo fault of con- 


fusion. For “the redemption accomplished is destined for 
those who believe upon Christ ; and so sonship :” butit must 
precede the act by which it behoved Christ to merit redemp- 
tion and sonship for us; which act in the order of causes 
~ precedes all destination of God respecting the application of 
redemption. ' 

In the Fifth argument you commit the same fallacy. For 
’ it is disputed “‘ whether Christ has died for all without dis- 
tinction of elect and/reprobate ;” and you prove that ‘ His 
death and its benefits are not applied to all without distinc- 


§ * “Very well therefore saith Prosper, ‘As it is not suflicient for the renewing 

of men that Christ Jesus was born man, unless they. be renewed also in the 
same spirit whereof He was born; so is it not sufficient for man’s redemption 
that Christ Jesus was crucified, unless we die together and be buried with Him 
_ in baptism,’”’—PERKINs’s Works, yol, ii, p. 621, 
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tion.” But you say, ‘ Let us grant that on tho part of God 
thoy have been freed from condemnation ; yet they aro not 
endowed with such a degree of grace that sin no longer reigns.” 
But I say, Ifyou grant the former, the latter must be granted 
also. Jor these two benefits obtained for us by the death 
and resurrection of Christ are joined together,—freedom from 
tho condemnation of sin, and frecdom from its dominion. No 
one can have the one without the other. 

In your Last argument you produce some testimonies from 
the ancients: but all of these, if rightly explained, agree with 
what we have said. For Ambrose speaks openly of the advan- 
tage arising from the application of the passion, saying, “He 
descended not for thee; He suffered not for thee;” that is, 
not for thy good. And whence, I pray, do we get faith? Is 
it not by the gift of the Spirit, whom Christ merited for us? 
The suffering and descent of Christ therefore precede our 


believing ; and on that account the descent and passion of — ee 


Christ cannot be limited by faith. But faith is the instru- 
ment of the application. Augustine also treats of liberation, 
not as it is obtained, but as applied. So Bernard, Haymo, 
and Thomas [Aquinas]. But if any one of the Fathers or 
Schoolmen sometimes seems to speak otherwise, he must be so 
explained as not to impinge upon the truth revealed to us in 
Scripture. 


OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS. 


Let us now look at certain Objections which you oppose to 
your doctrine.. The First is this: ‘ Scripture asserts that 
Christ has redeemed the world.” But why did you not make 
use of the word ‘‘ suffering” rather than “redeeming,” to 
avoid ambiguity ? especially when the question is not respect- 
ing the application of Christ’s passion, but respecting Christ’s 
passion and death itself. However, let us keep to the objec- 
tion just as itis framed by you. I say that we must distin- 
guish between redemption obtained and applied ; and I affirm 
that it was obtained for all the world, and for all and every — 
man; but applied to believers and the elect alone, I will 
prove as to the former. Unless it has been obtained for all, 
faith in Christ can by no right be required from all: and 
unless it has been obtained for all, by no right can any one be 
blamed on account of refusing the offer of redemption. For 
he refuses what cannot be his ; and, indeed, with good ground. 
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If Christ has not obtained redemption for all, He cannot be 
: the Judge of all. The latter proposition is conceded on all 
sides. But I affirm that in the quotation from Augustine itis 
_ the application of reconciliation, actual salvation, which is 
boing discussed, } 
The Second Objection is: ‘God wills all men to be saved, 
and to come to the knowledge of the truth.” [1 Tim. ii, 4.] 
- But you do not subjoin the conclusion. Yet it is to be inferred 
from the antecedents. But it is of much importance how that 
conclusion is formed. One man concludes: ‘‘ Therefore all 
men universally shall be saved, and shall come to the know- 
ledge of the truth. ‘For who hath resisted His will?’” 


_ Another will infer: ‘‘ Therefore there is no predestination . 


- according to which God wills some to be saved and to believe, 
but some to’ be condemned as being alien from the faith ; and 
that also by His own decree.” A third will thence deduce 


this conclusion : “‘ Therefore there can be no will of God by © 


which, without respect to sin in man, He may absolutely. will 
any one to be condemned, and not to come to the knowledge 
of the truth.” The first conclusion does not follow thence : 
for they are not immediately saved whom God wills to be saved. 
The second also cannot be deduced from thence. But concern- 
ing the third I think myself able to say with truth, that it 
may and ought to be deduced from those words. I adduce a 
plain and perspicuous reason. No man can be condemned 
-on account of the rejection of the truth, unless he has been 
_ealled thereto, whether in his own person, or in the person of 
his parents, grandfathers, great-grandfathers. But no one is 
called to that, whom God does not will to come thereto: but 
all men who shall be condemned will be condemned on that 
account, because, when “light was come into the world, they 
loved darkness rather than light.” [John ii. 19.] 
But let us see what reply you make. You advance a four- 
fold Answer. The First is, that “ the word ‘atu’ does not 
embrace all the posterity of Adam, but is said of men in the 
last age of the world.” And this, indeed, is said truly, if the 
connexion of the passage is considered, which treats of the 
amplitude of grace exhibited in Christ under the New Testa- 
‘ment. But the truth of the same words is also of wider extent. 
For that will of God is perpetual, and had its beginning from 
the first promise of the blessed Seed, made in Paradise. But 
that “God has suffered the Gentiles to walk in their own ways,” 
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that is not in opposition to these words. or they were strangers 


to the covenant of God, and by their own fault became desti- 
tute of the promises,—by their own fault, I say, committed . 
either by them or by their parents. Wherefore it must be fully 
concodod by you, that God willed through all ages all men 
severally to come to the knowledge of the truth and be saved, 
as far as they were comprehended in the covenant of God, but 
not as they had fallen from it in themselves or in their parents. 
The Second Answer is, that ‘‘ God wills all men to be saved 
who are saved :” which, forsooth, commits open violence upon 
tho words, and exposes the Apostle to laughter, as confirming | 
his admonition with such stolidity. Tor the scope of the 
Apostle is to exhort that “ prayers be made for all men,” and 
for Magistrates: the reason, because “this is good in the . 
sight of God; who will have all men to be saved,” &c. 
Whence it appears that the word “all” is taken in the same 
sense in the reasoning, in which it was taken in the exhorta- 
tion. Otherwise the connexion would be dissolved, and there 


* would be four terms in the syllogism. Butif in the reasoning ~ fe 


it is taken for all who shall be saved, then in the exhortation 
also 3 must be so taken; and in this sense must the Apostle’s 
exhortation be understood: ‘‘ 1 beseech that prayers and sup- 
plications be instituted for all who are to be saved: for God . 
wills all who are to be saved to be saved.” What is it to do 
violence to the Apostle’s meaning, if this is not? “But ° 
Augustine thus explained it :” what then? We do not rely 
upon his authority. “And from the collation, indeed, of a 
similar place.” ThisIdeny. For the passage, 1 Cor. xv. 22, “Ba 
‘Tn Christ shall all be made alive,” is dissimilar. For the — 
emphasis may be in those words, ‘“‘in Christ,” and then it 
must be thus read: “All who are made alive are made alive 
in Christ, and no one out of Christ.” But the emphasis is in 
those words, as appears from the opposition of the other 
member [of the sentence]: ‘As in Adam all die.” .In this 
place, however, there is nothing similar. For it is said, “God 
wills all men to be saved:” where that repetition and redupli- 
cation can have no place. Does not Scripture teach that 
prayer is to be made for all men, even for those who are not 
to be partakers of salvation ?—so long as we are not certain - 


- whether they have sinned unto death, or not: for we must 


not pray for such, and, indeed, for such only. 
The Third Answer is, that “ the particle ‘all’ signifies not: .. ° 
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every one of all kinds, but the kinds of evory one;’’ as if the 
Apostle should say, ‘‘ God wills some of each kind, state, 
condition, to bo saved.” Which answer you provo from. tho 
diverse use of the word “aun,” which is taken sometimes 
' distributively, sometimes collectively : which, indeed, is true, 
although you have explained the distributive acceptation of 
that word for the collective, and the contrary. For all animals 
distributively were in Noah’s ark, but all men collectively. But 
truly, although the use of that word be twofold, yet it does 
not thence follow, that it must here be used in the former 
sense and not the latter. For it may be in either this or that 
sense. But it is not used for the kinds of each, but for each 
of all kinds; because the will of God tends to cach one of 
classes, or to each separate man. For He wishes every man 
to come to the knowledge of the truth and be saved ; that is, 
all and each, rich, poor, noble, ignoble, men, women, &c. And 
as the knowledge of the truth, and salvation, belongs to every 


man, and is really prepared for each that is to be saved by . 


predestination, not for the classes of each; and is denied by 
reprobation to each that is to be condemned, not to the classes 
of each: so also, as the more general providence precedes 
the decree of predestination and reprobation in the order of 
nature, the will of God is employed about each one of classes, 
and not about tho clasges of cach. lor the providence which 
inomployod about tho olassor of ovch rolatos to the consorvation 
- of species; but that which is concerned about each one of kinds 
rolutos to tho consoryation of individuals. 'ho providonco, how: 
ever, which administers salvation and the means of salvation 


belongs to the conservation or salvation of individuals. ‘Then, . 


again, if the passage were to be understood of the classes of 
each, the Apostle would not have said, ‘‘ for all appointed to the 
office of magistracy,” but, ‘for some only who are placed in 
eminent positions :” but he says openly that prayer is to be 
made for every one constituted in that order. Nor is there 


any necessity why that word should be taken otherwise. For } 


there is no need of that, way of escape to avoid this conse- 
quence: “‘ Therefore all and each are saved.” For salvation 
~ does not follow from that, because God wills any one to be 
q saved, with the will which approves of and desires the salva- 
~ tion of all and each; ‘but because He wills with an effectual will 
to save all and each. And to this effect is the distinction of 
- Damascenus, of which we will consider a little further on. 

i 
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* Tho Pourth Answer is, that ‘ Paul sponks according to tho 
judgment of charity, not according to the judgment of secret 
and infallible cortainty.” Absurd cnough, truly, unless you 
interpret it of God’s charity. For Paul is treating of the will 
of God, to which he ascribes this volition, that He wills all 
men to be saved; not of his own will or desire by which he 
from his soul desires the salvation of all. Yet it is true 


meanwhile that God does not will it infallibly or certainly, so 


that it cannot happen otherwise, or at least will not happen 


otherwise: but neither is this affirmed by those who make use ~ 


of that passage to conclude what is contrary to your doctrine. 
This, therefore, remains fixed, that it is well concluded in that 
place, that ‘‘ God cannot be said, without respect to sin in men, 


to will that any should err from the truth, or should not come —— : 


to the truth, and should be condemned.” 

Now let us consider the distinction of Damascenus by which 
he distinguishes the will of God into antecedent and consequent. 
In the first place it must be seen, when the antecedent and 
the consequent will are spoken of relatively, in what respect 
they are called by those names. But that respect is the 
relation of will to will, or rather of Divine will to Divine will; 


_ the former as antecedent, the latter as consequent ;—for God 


wills one volition before another in order, though not in time; 


—or it is the relation of the Divine will to the volition and act - 


of tho cronturo, oithor procoding or consoquont. And in roxpoot 
of the latter the will is called “‘ antecedent,” in respect of the 
former “consoquont.” Bub those two. respects do nob much 


differ, although I suppose that the respect to the creature’s 
volition and act, either following or preceding the Divine | 


volition, gave rise to that distinction. Tor if we consider the 
order of the things willed which God wills before all action or 


volition of the creature, we shall see that in that order there: 


are some volitions antecedent, some consequent, but all pre- 
eeding every act and volition of the creature. And since that 
is called ‘‘the consequent will” which arises from our cause, 
it is certain that Damascenus, the first author of this distine- 
tion, understood it in this sense, that the reference would be 
to the creature’s act or volition. Whence that may be called 
the antecedent will, by which God wills something to the 
creature (but with us the question is about the rational 
creature) before every act or before any certain act of that 
creature. So God. wills all men and every man to be saved. 
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The consequent is that by which He wills somewhat to the 
rational creature after a certain act, or after many acts of the 
_ creature. So He wills those who believe and persevere in the 
_ faith to be saved ; but those who are unbelieving and remain 
impenitent to be condemned. By the antecedent will He 
willed to confirm the kingdom of Saul, and to establish it for 
ever: by the consequent will He willed to overthrow him from 
the kingdom, and to substitute a better man than him in his 
place. (1 Sam. mil. 13, 14.) By the antecedent will Christ 
willed to gather the Jews together, as a hen gathereth her 
- children: but by the consequent will He willed to scatter them 
‘amongst all nations. (Matt. xxii. 37, 38.) cee 
You, indeed, approve of this distinction; but you do not 
- approve of the example attributed to the antecedent will by 
him [Damascenus]. But let us look at the reasons which 
induce you so to judge. “‘ First,” you say, “from that would 
follow that there is in God finite power and infirmity.” I 
deny that it follows: for God’s power is not an instrument of 
affection or desire or Divine velleity, but of free volition follow- 
ing the last decision of Divine wisdom; although God uses 
His power to obtain what He desires, so far as it is proper. 
Nor is it true, that any one who desires and seriously wishes 
anything will givo effect thereto in whatever modes he can, 
but only in those modes by which it is fitting that he should 
give offoct thereto, A fathor dosivos and soriously wills that 
his son should obey him; yet he does not drag him into obey- 
jing; for so ib would not bo obedience. A futher soriously wills 
- that his son should abstain from drunkenness ; yet he does not 
shut him up in his chamber, where he cannot get drunk. A 
father seriously wills to give his son the paternal inheritance ; 
and by the consequent will, namely, that which follows the 
yebellious and obstinate wickedness of his son, he wills to 
disinherit him; and yet he has not done all he could to prevent 
his son from sinning: for it was possible for the father to 


keep his son shut up and bound in chains, that he might not ° 


gin. But it is as proper for the father not to make use of that 

~ mode of prevention, as it is for him to will to give the paternal 
inheritance to his son. | 

The simile taken from'a merchant who desires to keep 

his merchandise safe, yet throws it overboard into the sea, 

agrees most execllently with what I have laid down. God 

' seriously wills that all men be saved ; yet, compelled by tho 


_ and impenitence. 
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pertinacious and incorrigible wickedness of some, He wills 
them to make shipwreck of the faith, that is, to be condemned. 

If you say that it is not. a like case, because God could have 
corrected their wickedness, but the merchant cannot rule the 
waves and the wind; I answer, that God can, indeed, by His 
absolute omnipotence, but that it is not fitting for Him to cor- 
rect, the wickedness of the creature in that mode. ' God there- 
fore wills their condemnation, because He is unwilling for His 
own justice to perish. 

Those who take exception that “this will is called con-— 
ditional,” do not say all which might be said, nor yet do they 
say nothing. Not all, because this affection with which God 

desires the salvation of all men and of each, is in God simple, 
natural, and without condition. Yet they say something, 
because it is true that God wills salvation to all men on that 
condition, if they believe; for neither can any will be attri- 


buted to God by which He can so will any man to be saved. 


as that salvation shall thereby accrue to him certainly and 


infallibly, unless. He have considered him as believing and — pee 


persevering to the end. But, because that conditionated voli- — 
tion can be changed into simple, in this way,—God wills all 
believers to he saved, unbelievers to be condemned,—which 
simple volition is always fulfilled ; this volition may be said not — 
to belong to this distinction of the will. lor by that volition 
Io wills nothing to His cronturo, but To wills two things 
to, be joined indissolubly with each other,—faith and sulva- 
tion, unboliof and condomnution.. If, however, ib seoms to 
any one that that example refers to the antecedent volition, 
I do not contradict : but the application is only by the volition 
consequent on that act of faith and perseverance, of unbelief 

But what you hence conclude, ‘‘ that the will of God hangs 
in doubt, uncertain, until the condition be fulfilled ; and that 
the first cause is suspended by the second causes,”—is to 
no purpose. For, as relates to the First part, that affection 
in God is natural towards His creature, whether man believe 
or not. For that desire does not depend on faith: nor can 
uncertainty be attributed to the will of Him who, by His infinite 
wisdom, has all things present to Himself, and knows with cer- 
tainty all future things, even the most contingent. Nor, for that 
reason, is ‘‘ the first cause suspended by the second causes,” 
when some offect of the first cause is placed in order after some 
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effect of the second cause, which effect is in ordor the consequent 


of the mere will of the first cause. It is absurd to say, that the 


condemnation of those who perish depends on themselves, : 


although they do not perish by their own deserts. For they 
would wish to merit perdition and not to perish; that is, they 
would wish to sin and not to be punished. That punishment, 
therefore, depends on the mere and free will of God; which 
punishment He cannot, however, inflict except upon sinners ; 
its power being suspended by Divine justice, according to which 


_ that power is to be exercised. Nor does it any more follow from 


this, that by that distinction ‘‘ free will to believe or not to believe 
is attributed to men.” For itis quite agreeable to that condi- 
tion, that no one has faith except by the gift of God; although 
it cannot be denied that there exists.in man the free power not 
to believe. 

Secondly, you say, that ‘‘ this conditional will is inactive in 


God, because He is ef infinite power, and therefore can do what ~ 
Hewill.” Butit is not fitting for Him to use His infinite power , 


to effect that to which [man] is impelled by his own natural 
desire: and it is useful for man to have this conditional (nay, 
rather, simple or absolute, as was said before) will of God set 
forth to him; for it serves him in the stead of a persuasive argu- 


ment to boliof. For if they shall will to bo saved, it hehoves thom 


to bolieve, because it is appointed by God that they are to bo 
sivod only by fiith, . 


Thirdly, the analogy from the angels may be called in ques- _ 


tion on account of tho antecedent: and ovon if that is con- 
ceded, the consequent does not follow. For the circumstances 
of angels and of men are not identical. But I think it alto- 


gether most true that God willed with the antecedent will the | 
angels, all and each of them, to be saved ; yet only in the duo 


mode and order. For three things may be laid down in order 
as willed by God respecting angels :—the salvation of angels ; 


the obedience of angels; the condemnation of angels on account 
of disobedience. God wills the first from love to His crea- 
tures ; the second from love to justice and to the obedience due 


to Himself from His creatures ; and so much so, indeed, that 


He rather wishes that the latter should be rendered to Him- 


self, than {he former to the creature: the last He wills from 


the same love for justice, the violation of which He cannot 
allow to go unpunished, since punishment is the only means of 


reducing it to order. 
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‘Fourthly, those things would be equal, and God would will ' 
all sinning men, as such, to be damned, unless from love 
toward men He had determined to lay their sins upon His own 
Son, to this end, that all who believe upon Him might obtain 
the reward of their righteousness, being free from sins. Nay, 
it may be said that God wills all sinners, as such, to be con- 
demned: but meanwhile all sinners are not actually con- 
demned, because believers, though they have sinned, are con- 
sidered not as sinners, but as righteous in Christ. . 

‘Fifthly, you say that the antecedent will is absolute. What 
then? For Iam unwilling to hinder you from taking the 
antecedent will in your own manner, differing from the opinion 
of Damascenus. But know that even then you do not contra- 
dict him. But who has defined the absolute will thus ?—which 
cannot be resisted.” ‘‘ The absolute will is that which is with- 
out a condition.” For example’s sake: God wills absolutely © 
that Adam eat not of the forbidden tree; yet he eats of the 
forbidden tree. The will which cannot be resisted is called 
“efficacious.” It is not allowable for us to fancy definites 
and frame definitions at our own pleasure. -“ But,” you will 
say, ‘‘ the antecedent. will cannot be resisted.” I deny it: you 
prove it, “‘ Because the will of which Rom. ix. treats is the 
antecedent will, and it cannot bo resisted.” T deny that; do 
you prove it. But the mattor itself declares,;—sineo tho will 
in hove troutod by whieh God hardens wud shows moroy, wud 
what are the effects which follow the act of the creature which 
is culled “ gin,’—that that will is consequent, not antecedent, 
Another mode, of which you make use to prove the same thing, 
is equally futile. or it is false that “ God simply and abso- 
lutely wills that some believe and persevere, but others are 
deserted, whether not believing or not persevering.” For He 
wills not to desert any but those who desert Him: moreover 
He is gracious to those who were not even thinking of Him. 


The argument from the event is weak. For some things come "4 


to pass, God willing and doing; others, by God’s permission. 
Therefore it cannot be concluded from the event that God 
willed it. For it has before been shown that:a thing does 
not therefore happen because God is unwilling to hinder it; 
although it would not happen, if God should will effectually 


| _ to prevent it. Hence, therefore, that conclusion cannot be 


drawn. It is true, indeed, that a reason cannot be given, why 
God affords to one nation the means of salvation, and not to 
VOL, Ill. | FF 
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another; why He bestows faith upon one man, and not on 
another ;—a reason which may not at length be resolved into 
His own will: but that that will is antecedent, even preceding 
~ all causes in men and from men, that truly is not concluded 
from thence, neither is it true. : 
Sixthly, you say that, the foundation being destroyed, tho 
building falls. But “‘the foundation of that opinion - con- 
cerning the antecedent will which desires the salvation of all 
men and of cach, ‘is the passage, 1 Tim. ii., already treated 
_byus;” and that has been misunderstood by Damascenus. I 
: answer, First, that not merely that passage, but also many 
other places, most clearly unite in proving that distinction of 
the will into antecedent and consequent. In Matt. xxii. 37, 38, 
“Tow often have I willed to gather you!” belongs to the 
antecedent will; and, “‘ Your house shall be left to you desolate, 
belongs to the consequent will. Inv Matt. xxil. 8, by col 
antecedent will; those who had been invited are also bidden 
by the servants to come to the wedding: but. by the bane: 
quent will they are declared unworthy, and are cut si : y 
the antecedent will he also is invited who afterwards, oe 
found not to have-on a wedding garment, was cast ee 
[verses 11-18,] which is the work of the consequent bee 7 ‘ 
Matt. xxv., by the antecedent will, the king ordered ta “ ) 
be counted out to his sat vant oe ee acter 
hom out for gain to thow lord: son 
Bre lent which he had received is taken away oe pe 
wicked servant. [Verses 14-30.] In Acts xn, by sag 
eodent will the word of God was set forth to the J an : i y 
the consequent will the same me ee wee ca aes i 
o others. [Verse 46. e considers 
Pe intes * God ana the same distinction. ame anes 
God is good and just, He cannot will eternal death MS 
rational creature created in "ee oe inate aces ree rigen & 
tion of sin: on the other hand, He cal ' ae aie 
salvation to His creature. The immutabi iy 0 Saat sep 
necessarily requires the same. For since by ae ne ae 
He has given to all His creatures means de peek dom ea 
ecient by which they may arrive at tani of : fom 
man created in His image is life eternal; nei i ae 
all men have been loved by God to eternal life y th 
“1+ nor is it possible for God without change ot t if 
ae ‘ — race life to men, without respect of sin; 
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! 
which negation, as conse 
_ to the consequent will. 


Lastly, Augustine is not in opposition to Damascenus. For 
Augustine denies that the passage is to be understood of the 
efficacious will: but this Damascenus' docs not assert ; nay, 
he makes the same confession with Augustine, that ‘God 

does not will to save efficaciously all men and every man.” 
_ Augustine’s second interpretation is refuted by us with acertain . 

argument. Nor is Prosper contrary to Damascenus: for he | 

who says that ‘‘ God with His antecedent will wills allmen tobe | 

_ Baved,” does not deny that with His consequent will He passes 
by many men, to whom He does not impart the grace of calling. + 
No more does Thomas [Aquinas] run counter to Damascenus. 
For Thomas is there treating of the eflicacious will, and the 
consequent. For elsewhere he proves that distinction of Damas- 
cenus, and the use of the distinction to explain the passage 
which is here controverted by us. Hugo plainly agrees with 
Damascenus, if he be rightly looked into. 
“ The Third Objection is,—What every oneis bound to believe 

is true: But every one is bound to believe that he has been - 
efficaciously redeemed by Christ: Therefore it is true that every ©. 
one has been efficaciously redeemed by Christ; and therefore . 
the reprobate also, since they also are bound to believe this.” 

Because that objection is of great moment, and, if it bo 

truo, is sulliciont by itself to upset your doctrine, it is neces-» 
sary for us to examine it diligently, and at the same time 


quent on an act of man, will belong 


your answer to it. 


Tirst, as respects the major, the truth of it is manifest. 
For the foundation of faith is truth; nor can any one be 
obliged on any account to believe what is false. You dis- 
tinguish, however, that truth, and say, ‘‘ What is true, is true 


either as to the intention of God obliging it, or as to the event.” 


But that distinction is of no value. For I assert that what is 
true only according to the intention of God, that must be 
believed according to God’s intention: what is true in respect 
of the event, this, if it be revealed, is also to be believed as to 
the event; nor can the intention of God oblige any one to believe 
that to be true as to the event, which is not true in regard of 


‘the event, And it is universally true that we are obliged to 


believe what is true in that manner in which it is true ; not 
in any other manner ; otherwise we should be bound to believe 
what is false. You see therefore that there was no need of 
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that distinction of the major: nay, it is hence most plainly 
evident that you, lest you should say nothing, wished to avoid 
this powerful blow by that little bit of a distinction. 

Lot us considor tho minor. That is badly enunciated, 
because the ejicacy of redemption belongs to the application ; 
but that is mado by faith. Believing, therefore, is prior to 
‘efficacious application, and the object of faith prior to fuith 
itself. Let it therefore be corrected and expressed thus: 
“But evory one is bound to belicve on Christ tho Saviour, 
that He has died for his sake, and has obtained for him recon- 
ciliation with God and redemption.” This also is most true. 
For they cannot be condemned on account of incredulity, who 


vere not bound to believe that. Yet here also you make use © 


of a distinction, but one that has nothing to do with the 
matter, and is altogether ridiculous: (pardon, O Perkins, my 
speaking so freely here :) you do injustice to yourself and your 
own genius, in that, when you seek to disguise the open truth, 
you play so childishly with little distinctions. ‘‘ The elect,” 
you say, ‘‘is bound to believe, in order that by believing he 
may become partaker of election ; tho reprobate, in order that 
by not believing he may be rendered ‘inexcusable,’ even 
according to God’s intention.” But what las it to do with 
tho point, to what ond this or that man is bound to believe, 
‘provided only that he is bound to believe?” Whence alter- 
wards will bo concluded tho truth of thut which overy ono is 
ound to believe. But the phrase is absurd, “ In order that 
ho may bocomo partaker of election.” Alter it to, “ Tn order 
that he may become partaker of the benefits prepared for lim 
by election: ” nay, if we wish to confine ourselves within the 
terms, ‘In order that he may become actually partaker of the 
redemption obtained for him by Christ.” But the reprobate 
‘also is bound to believe from that same cause. Say that he 
absolutely cannot become partaker, and I will say that for that 


yery reason the reprobate is not bound to believe. Tor the - 


end of faith bestowed is the application of redemption, and of 
all the benefits obtained for us by the merit of Christ: the 
end of faith commanded and required is that that application 
may be made. But how absurdly is it affirmed, that “ the 
reprobate is therefore pound to believe, that by not believing he 
may become inexcusable !” Connect, if you can, these things, 
go discordant and divided from each other by the whole heaven 
‘and earth. We have, however, just now dealt with them. | 
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- You proceed to distinguish, and say, that “the command - 


of obedience is one thing, and that of probation another.” 
But what has this to do with the present business? Tor 
whether God commands with the will that man should actually 
obey, or whether willing only to try his obedience in an 
attempt at execution, man is always bound to perform what 
God commands, as appears in Abraham offering up Isaac. 


‘Nor does tltis command of probation contain anything like 


what you join thereto,—that “God docs not mock men, even , 


though He calls by the word of preaching those whom He 
does not will to be saved;” and already enough has been 
uttered by us about those and similar subterfuges. 1 will say 
in a word,—No one can allow himself to be guilty of a fault 
on account of repudiating a promise made by word, if the 
mind of the speaker determines not to fulfil that promise to 


him ; or rather if he who promises by word has appointed by ~ 


a sure decree that the promise shall not and cannot belong to 
him. You make an objection té yourself, as your own adver- 
sary, and say, ‘‘ But you will allege that he could not.” Not 
that only, but this also :—How do you confute that saying, in 
order that it may thence not follow that he is without blame 
who could not reecive the offered salvation? You say that 
‘that inability is voluntary and born with us, and therefore 
does not deserve excuse.” You are mistaken, O Perking, and 
confound tho inability to porform tho law propagated down to us 
by Adam, with the inability to believe in Christ, and receive 
tho grace of the Gospel offered to us by tho word. Tor by 
what deed have we acquired for ourselves that inability? Not 
by a deed preceding that promise ; therefore by one following, 
that is, by a rejection of the evangelic promise; which rejec- 
tion also cannot be imputed to us as a fault, if we were then 
already unable when the promise was first set forth to us. 
Nothing therefore is answered, on account of the confusion 


- between the two inabilities, which constitutes a fallacy of 


iynoratio elenchi, and of equivocation. 
Secondly, you reply, that ‘that is true which every one is 
bound to believe,—is bound, unless he has placed an obstacle 


before himself by not believing.” Is itso intruth? Can any. 


one place an obstacle before himself by his unbelief, so that 
that should not be true which he is bound to believe ? Absurd. 
But any one can by his own unbelief set a hinderance before 
himself lest he should further believe,—that is, can merit 
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hardening into unbclicf on account of rejecting the truth 
offered. Any one can also by his unbelief merit that God 
should change the affection with which He offered to him His 


Son as his Redeemer, into that wrath whereby THe will punish 


him without remission and without pardon. 
You reply, Thirdly, “The argument follows twice, being 


affirmative in both parts.” But, my dear Perkins, who com- 


pelled you to reduce that argument into such an unsyllogistic 
syllogism, when it could be concluded in the legitimate figure 
and mode, in this way ?—‘‘ That which every one is bound to 


‘believe is true: But, that Christ is his Redeemer, Who by His 


death has merited for him the Father’s grace and the pardon 


of his sins, is that which every one called by the Gospel is 


bound to believe: Therefore it is true that Christ is the Re- 
- deemer of all who are called by the Gospel and are commanded 
- to believe. But, amongst those, many are reprobate: There- 


fore it is true that Christ is the Redeemer of many reprobate. 
Nay, if we consider the calling with which any man has been 
called, either in himself or in his parents, all men universally 


are and have been partakers of that calling ; and therefore all | 
have been redeemed by Christ.” But even that form by which 


you have,concludcd that is the same, though you have so placed 
the words that it seems otherwise. I see, O Perkins, that you 
have written those things with a flowing pen and without oxa- 
mination of tho syllogism, as it has beon propounded by you. 

The Fourth Objection, from the Fathers, is of force against 
you, nor do you solve it in accordance with the doctrine 
opposed to yours. or this is the meaning of the objection ; 
That Christ has died sufficiently for all, as well with regard to 
the common nature of mankind, as with regard to the common 
cause and sufficient price of redemption. You yourself have 


“mixed up efficacy with the argument or objection, when those 


who advance that objection against you know how to distin- 


guish in the best possible manner between the death itself of . 


Christ and its application. 
“ And thus far,” you say, “of the amplitude and efficacy 


of the death of Christ,” when thus far you have been treating, 


“not of its efficacy, but of its sufficiency, and of its offering, 


and the universality of the offering. Now you will proceed to 
treat “ of the amplitude of grace.” But what you advance is 
not very much to the purpose. For the question is, not 
‘whether all men and every man are actually regenerated and 


a 
Sen ee nai Coens rake B& 


EXAMINATION OF PRRKINS’S PAMPILET, 489 
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renovated ;” but whether God has yeprobated any man without 


respect of sin as the meritorious cause; whether He has 
determined absolutely to deny to any man the grace of remis- 
sion and of the renewing of the Holy Spirit, without consider- 
ation of the unworthiness by which he hag rendered himself 
unworthy of that grace ;—unworthiness, I mean, not arising 
from the first sin, but from the rejection and contempt of that 
offered grace. And the distinction between sufficient and 
efficacious grace might have been of the greatest service in 
this matter, as we have before demonstrated. ‘There is, 
however, one thing about which I may admonish you. You 
seem to me wrongfully to exclude God’s image, consisting in 
righteousness and holiness, from supernatural grace. For 
though that’ image be conferred upon man in creation, and 
together with his nature itself,—for in that position I place 
it,—yet is it supernatural, and exceeding the nature itself of 
man: which I prove from the act of regeneration, which 
belongs to supernatural grace. For, since there is need of 
regeneration to recover that righteousness and holiness,— 


which regeneration is a supernatural action,—the same must 


necessarily have been conferred on man at the beginning by a 
supernatural action. And I should wish to know what those 
supernatural things are which man is said to have lost, when ° 
his natural things became corrupted. And of this matter 
thus much. 
Now I suppose that it is clear enough from what we have > 
treated so far, that that doctrine of yours which you have set 


forth respecting predestination cannot be proved by the Holy 


Scriptures; that it cannot be defended against forcible objec- 
tions; that it is impossible to excuse it from manifold 
absurdity: wherefore you must both give up that doctrine, and 
search out from the Scriptures another which shall be in 
accordance with them, and shall be able to bear the assault of 
attacking objections without sustaining any damage. 


PART THE SECOND, 


In tho first part of our treatise, most learned Perkins, we 
have examined your doctrine of predestination, and have, as 


- I think, proved and demonstrated it to be by no means in 


agreement with the Sacred Writings. Now another labour 
remains for us,—that of considering how you confute the 
doctrine which you say is dissimilar to yours. That doctrine, 
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however, diligently extracted from tho published writings of 
others, you set forth thus briefly, as consisting of four parts:— 
“Tirst. God created all men and every man in Adam to 


- life eternal. 


“Secondly. He foresaw the fall. ) 
“Thirdly. Because He is by nature good, He seriously 


wills all men after the fall to be saved, and to come to the 
knowledge of the truth; and hence He wills to give toall men . 


every help both of nature and of grace, that they may. be 
saved ; but yet indefinitely, if they shall have believed. his 


will of God, say they, is predestination, and the same with 


the written Gospel: and the rule of this will is, ‘Whosoever 
shall believe, shall be saved : he that will not believe, shall be 


damned.’ 


‘Fourthly and lastly. Election is according to the foreknow- 
ledge of future faith; (which yet may be totally wanting, as 


‘some hold; or finally, as others would have it;) and reproba- 


tion is according to the foreknowledge of unbelief or contempt 
of the Gospel.” 


Concerning this exposition of that doctrine, whether it be 


according to the intention of the authors, or not, I cannot say, 


because you are silent as to the authors from whom you have 
derived it: if, however, by your good leave, that may bo 


allowed me, I will say that you do not seem to me to have 


propoundod it with sufficiont accuracy. Tor, to omit tho two 


former propositions, which precede predestination itself, in 


onuncinting tho third you soom to mo to commit an ddoreryia, 
a ‘bit of garrulous folly,”’ which I can scarcely suppose to be 
admitted by those whose opinion you profess to unfold. For 


‘what sort of stuff is this, that ‘“‘ God wills all men to come to 


the knowledge of the truth, but indefinitely, if they shall have 
Is not faith itself that knowledge of the truth ? 
That expression, therefore, is delusory and ridiculous: ‘‘ God 
wills all men to come to the knowledge of the truth, but 
indefinitely, if they shall have come to the knowledge of the 
truth ;” or, ‘‘ wills all to come to faith, if they shall have 
believed.” And afterwards that also is similar: ‘‘ God wills 
to give to all men every assistance both of nature and of grace, 
that they may be saved; but indefinitely, if they shall have 
believed ;” since faith itself holds an eminent place amongst 


those helps of grace whereby salvation is obtained. From 


the passage of the Gospel which you quote, ‘ Whosoever 
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shall believe, shall be saved,” &e., it is apparent that they 


~ Whose opinion you are reporting, wished in their third 


proposition to express, not what you say, but this: That God 
has determined with Himself to save, of fallen mankind, 
only those that believe on His Son, but to condemn the 


. unbelievers. 


_ The fourth proposition also seems to me not to be set forth 
in sufficient accordance with the intention of the authors. 
For their doctrine, unless I am deceived, is as follows: That ., 
election to salvation is according to the foreknowledge of future 
faith, which God has out of grace decreed to bestow upon the 


same by the ordinary means ordained by Himself: but that 


reprobation is according to the foreknowledge of unbelief, or 


: _ contempt of the Gospel, the whole fault of which rests with 


the reprobate themselves. I confess, indeed, that something 
may be required in explanation of that opinion; but you do 
not seem to have expounded it correctly. However, not one | 
adverse opinion only had to be considered by you, but others — 
also which are opposed to yours; and all had to be refuted by | 

you, in order that by this means it might be evident that no 
other opinion besides yours is the true one. 7 

But now let us consider how you refute that opinion. The 
vory many orrors which you onumorato as soeming to you to 
follow therefrom, we will examine in their order. 

The first error cithor is no orror ; ox, if it is one, cannot bo, 
deduced from their opinion. It is not an error, if the - 
hypothesis be rightly oxplained. Vor it is*truo universally, 
that “God wills all men to be saved if they believe, and to be 
condemned if they do not believe.” That is, God has made a 
decree about electing believers only, and condemning un- 
believers. ‘‘ But this,” you say, “is an error, because it lays - 
down universal election, and from that is inferred universal 
reprobation, namely, by adding a condition.” But that 
doctrine lays down neither universal election nor universal 
reprobation, because they cannot take place; but it assertsthe — 
particular election of believers, and the particular reprobation 


_ of unbelievers. Which election and reprobation are set forth 


in unnumbered places of Scripture :—John iii, 16, and at the 
end: “He that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life,” 
&e.; John xvii. 8; John viii. 24: “If ye believe not that I 
am He, ye shall die in your sins;” Acts x. 43: ‘‘'To Him give 
all the Prophets witness,” &c.; Acts xiii. 46: “Seeing ye put © 
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the word of God from you,” &c.; 1 Jolm v. 12; “To that 
hath the Son hath Ife ; and he that hath not the Son of God 
hath not life.” It is evident, therefore, that that election , 
and that reprobation are supported by many passages of 
Scripture. Nor docs it hence follow that ‘God behaves 
exactly in the same manner to every man.” For, though He 
- may seriously will the conversion and salvation of all men, 
yet He does not equally operate the conversion and salvation 
of all. Deut. iv.7: ‘For what nation is there so great, to 
whom their gods are so nigh,” &c.; Deut. vii. 6: “ The Lord 
~ thy God hath chosen thee to be a special people unto Himself,” 
&e.; Psalm exlvii. 20: “He hath not dealt so with every 
~ nation; Matt. xiii. 11: ‘It is given unto you to know the 
mysteries of the kingdom of heaven;” Acts xiy. 16: ‘God 
in times past suffered all nations to walk in their own ways.” 
But you have not distinguished, as you ought to have done, 
between the decree of God by which He ordains to save those 
who belicve on the Son, and to condemn the unbelievers ; and 
that by which He determines within Himself concerning the 
dispensing of the means appointed by Him for faith and con- 
version. For these two decrees, “I will to give life to the 
believer,” and, ‘‘1I will to bestow faith on this man,” are quite 
distinct. In the former, faith occupies the place of the subject; 
in the latter, the place of the abtribute. LH youhad digtinguishod 
botwoon theso, you would not havo burdonoed that doctrine 


with such an absurdity. 


With regard to the second error: ‘“ The supreme and abso- 
lute end of God’s counsels” is not put by the authors of that 
doctrine as “tho communication of the Divine goodness in 
true felicity” which is to be made “‘to all men.” For they 
assert that God destined salvation for believer3 only; and 
though He imparts not His goodness and eternal life to most 
men, as being unbelievers, yet they do not say that that hap- 
pens “ otherwise than God purposed.” For they allege that 
it is one part of the Divine purpose by which He has appointed 
to deny eternal life to unbelievers. Tt ig in vain, therefore, 
that this is imputed against that doctrine. “But,” you say, 
- «the ultimate end of God’s designs either has an uncertain 
| issue, or is proposed in vain,” (which two are coincident, and 
should not have been: enunciated disjunctively,) if that doc- 
trine obtains. Its adherents will deny that. For the ultimate 
end of God’s designs is not the life of this man and the death 
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of that, but the illustration of the Divine goodness, justice, 


wisdom, and power; which Ile always obtains. Let, however, 
the eternal life of these and the death of those be the extreme 
end, still it does not follow that it has an uncertain issue, and 
is proposed to no purpose, if the former falls to the lot of no 
one without the condition of faith, the latter awaits no one 
without unbelief. For God, in virtue of His foreknowledge, 
knew who by His grace would believe, and who by their own 
fault would remain in unbelief. I should wish you to con- 
sider that the certainty of the event belongs properly to the 
foreknowledge of God ; but the necessity, to the omnipotent and > - 
irresistible action of God: which, indeed, may be the founda- 
tion of the foreknowledge of some events; but is not of this, 
because God has determined to save believers by grace, that 
is, by gentle and sweet persuasion, fitting or congruous to their 
own free will; not by almighty action or motion, which they 
neither will nor can resist, nor can will to resist. Much less 
does the damnation of sqgme proceed from irresistible necessity 
imposed by God. . 
, But as to the third error; In the first place it ought to have 


been explained by you what it is for ‘‘ God’s will to depend ~ | 
“upon man’s will:” for perhaps you extend that phrase fur- 


ther than is just. For it is certain that, since God is avrefov- 
ows,  Mustor of is own aelions,” Ils will, or volition rathor, 
cannot depend on the volition of man, if that phrase bo rightly — 
understood for receiving law or rule from the volition of man. 
On the other hand, it is certain that God wills some things 
which He would not will unless some human volition preceded. 


- He wills to eject Saul from the kingship ; but He would not 


will this if Saul had not willed to be disobedient to God. 
God wills to destroy the Sodomites and their neighbours ; 
but He would not have willed it if they had not willed to per- 
severe obstinately in their sins. God wills to give His Son as 
the price of redemption for sinners ; but He would not have 
willed it, if man had remained firm in obedience to the Divine 
command. God wills to condemn Judas; but He would not 
have willed it, unless Judas had willed to persist in his wicked- 


ness. Neither is this for ‘the will of God to depend on the 
will of man:” nay, if man could, he would wish to effect that 


' 


that volition of God should not follow his own antecedent voli- 
tion; that is, that punishment should not succeed sin. Nay, 
God is the pure and sole Author of His own volition, For He 
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determines by His own free decision to follow such a volition 


of His creature with His own volition of a particular sort, and — 


_ with no other: tho creaturo’s faith, with remission of sins, 

- and the bestowal of eternal life; the creaturo’s unbelief, with 

- eternal condemnation. And this is the meaning of that opinion 
which you take up to refute; and therefore you fasten this 
absurdity upon it without just cause. 


But you impute a much more grievous crime to that doc: 


trine: for you say that by it ‘ the creature is elevated into tho 
_ throne of almighty God the Creator.” But how do you prove 
it? For that doctrine, you say, declares that ‘ God wills all 
men to be saved through Christ, and many of them not to be 
saved because they themselves will not.” But, my good man, 
does that doctrine affirm that God wills all men to bo saved 
through Christ, whether they are willing or unwilling ? Nay, it 
declares that ‘‘ God wills them to be saved, and to come to the 


knowledge of the truth ;” which last cannot happen without - 


their free volition. For no one comes to the knowledge of 
the truth—that is, faith—against his will, or unwillingly. If 
God should will absolutely and without any condition to save 


all men, and yet some should not be saved because they were . 


unwilling, then it would follow that the Divine will was over- 
- come by the human, and the creature clevated into the throne 
of the Creator. But when God wills that volition of His, 
conjoined in duo order und mode wilh miuu's volition, to bo 
procodent to salvation, it is not wonderful that man, denying 
his assent to God, ig excluded from salvation, by the vory sume 
determination and purpose of the Divine will. “ But God,” 
you say, “orders and disposes the act of the second cause ; 
the Divine will is not ordered by the will of the creature.” Who 
denies it? Not that doctrine which you here impugn: you there- 
fore endeavour in vain to demolish it with this absurdity also. 

But -you subjoin a third absurdity as following from this 
doctrine. ‘Ifthat opinion be true,” you say, “ then men elect 
themselves, by accepting with the aid of common grace the 
offered grace of God; and are reprobated by themselves, by 
repudiating the grace offered.” Let us see how this may be. 
_ Although one man, by accepting the grace offered, through the 
aid of common grace, should make himself worthy of election ; 
and another, by repudiating the same, should render himself 
deserving of reprobation ; yet it would not thence follow that 
election and reprobation belong to man, but to God, who judges 


> 
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and rewards tho worthiness and unworthiness. And with 
respect to reprobation it is quite true, that man is to himself 
the meritorious cause of his damnation, and therefore of repro- 
bation, which is the will of damning. Wherefore also he may 
be called the “framer” of his own damnation, by reason 
of that desert; though God, if He willed, might pardon 
him this desert. But the ratio of election is different: for 
that is merely gratuitous, as being not only not from merit, 
but also against the demerit of man. 

But it is a strongly controverted point whether the grace 
offered to man be accepted by him by the aid of grace which 
is common to him with others who repudiate the same grace, 
or by the help of grace peculiar to him. Truly I do not 
perceive that that doctrine which you have set forth has © 
prejudged anything concerning that matter. This, however, 
is wonderful,—that ‘‘ God will not have to be praised, if men 
should embrace the blessing even by the help of common 
grace.” Who has merited that the blessing should be offered to 
himself? Who has merited that any grace whatsoever should 


’ be conferred on himself to embrace that? Do not all those 


things proceed from gratuitous Divine favour ? And if they 
do, is not God to be celebrated on account thereot with per- 
petual praises by those who, being mado partakers of that 
grace, have received the blessing of God? How does it affect 
this mmettor to any growl oxtont, whobthor mw min his ombrucod 
tho offered blessing by the aid of common grace or by the aid 
of peculiar, if both to ono und the obhor have guinod his free 
assent, and were foreknown by God as certainly about to gain 
it? You will say, that if a man has apprehended the offered 
grace by the aid of peculiar grace, it thence is evident that 
God has followed him up with greater love than him to whom 
He has given common grace only, but has denied peculiar. I 
grant it, and perchance that doctrine which you attack will — 
not deny it; but will allege that that peculiar grace ought so 
to be explained as that it may be consistent with freo will; — 


and that common -grace is so to be explained that man may = 


by its repudiation be held worthy of condemnation; and God © 
be shown to be averse from injustice. . 
As to the fourth error: * God's knowledge, so far as respects 


* «This platform lays down a determinate foreknowledge about the evil of 
fault, without any decree going before concerning the event of the fault ; which 
cannot be.” —PERKINS’S Works, vol. ii., p. 628. : 
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_ the creatures, may be regarded in two modes. In the one, 


as God knows that He can make those creatures, and at» 


the same time that they are to be made in this or that manner, 
_ not only that they may be, but also that they may servo this 
or that ond, ‘his knowlodge in God is natural, and procedes 
the act or free determination of the will by which God deter- 
mines in Ilimsclf to produce tho same ereatures at such a 
time. In the other mode, as God is aware that the creatures 
are to be at such or such a time: and, considered in this 
mode, His knowledge follows the determination of His will. 
' The same also may be applied to the acts of the creatures 
themselves, which God has decreed to effect or permit. Tor, 
_ by the knowledge considered in the former mode, He knows 
all the acts universally which can be produced either by His 
efficiency or by His permission. Hence follows the decree 
about effecting and- permitting these acts and those; upon 


which decree followsthe knowledge with which God foreknows » 


that those acts will be at such and such atime. And this 
latter knowledge, which is rightly called ‘‘ foreknowledge,” 
docs not properly exist as the cause of things or acts: but the 
former, with the will, is the cause of things and acts; for it 
points out the mode of operation, and directs the will; but 
_the will moves it to execution. 

It is therefore certain that there is no determinate or 
definite forckuowledge respecting the evil of fault, unless the 
decree for the permission of sin have preceded. For without 
this thero will bo no sin. And foreknowledge is with respect 
to future things, and things that certainly will be: otherwise, 
either it is not foreknowledge, or itis uncertain. These things 
| are rightly expressed by you, and the order which you have 
| laid down between foreknowledge and the decree ‘is correct ; 
_ yet not contrary to this hypothesis ; but so perfectly in agree- 
ment with it, that the hypothesis cannot defend itself without 
this order. For it maintains that God from eternity knows 
that it may come to pass that a man, assisted by grace of such 
a kind, will accept or reject Christ : next, that God has decreed 
| either to permit that man to reject Christ, or to co-operate with 

“him that he may receive Christ by faith: then, that God fore- 
knows that this man will apprehend Christ by faith, but that 


one will reject Him through unbelief: whence follows the execu- . 


tion of that decree, by which He appoints to justify and save 


| believers, but tocondemn unbelievers; which is the actual justi- 


jena 
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fication of the one, and condemnation of the other. Itappears, _ 
therefore, that you unjustly burden that doctrine with this 

absurdity. But what you say about ‘‘God permitting evil, respect 
being always had to the good joined therewith, or [on account] 
of the good joined thorowith,” merits animadversion. For the 
words may be so taken as if God permitted evil on account of 
the good joined with cyil,—which sentiment cannot be — 
tolerated. For that good which issues from evil is not con- 
joined with evil, but is wonderfully produced on occasion of 
that evil by the wisdom, goodness, and omnipotence of God. 
For He can bring forth light out of darkness. And this know- 
ledge, whereby God knows that He can make use of evil to a 
good end, is also the cause of the permission of evil. For, as 


- Augustine rightly observes, ‘“‘The good God would never 


permit evil, if He could not by His omnipotence produce good 
out of evil.” 

As to the fifth error: Three things are here to be properly 
distinguished from each other :—the acts and sufferings of 
Christ; the fruits and results of His acts and sufferings; and 
the communication and application of those fruits. Christ, 
by the sacrifico of His own body, by His obedionce and 
passion, has reconciled us to God, and has obtained eternal 
redemption, without any respect or distinction of elect and 
reprobate, believers and unbelievers ; since that consideration 
ig lator in order. ‘That reconciliation and that redemption are 
applied to us, when we, having faith in the word of recon- 
ciliation, believe upon Christ, and in Him are justified or 
accounted righteous, and by that very act become partakers 
of redemption. Whence it appears that according to that 
doctrine “very many” are not damned, of those to whom 
reconciliation and redemption are actually applied by faith. 
Wherefore neither will it follow thence that ‘sin, Satan, the 
world, death, and hell, are more mighty than Christ the 


Redeemer.” For, in the. first place, they could not prevent — | 
_ Christ from offering Himself to the Father as a sacrifice, — 


from obeying the Father, and undergoing death: next, they 
could not prevent Him from thereby obtaining reconciliation , 


and eternal redemption with God. As relates to the applica- — : 


tion of those benefits, indeed, sin, Satan, the world, the flesh, 
hinder many from believing in Christ, and becoming partakers 
of those blessings; yet God is not “overcome” thereby: as 
well because God has not thought fit to bring men to faith by 
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lis almighty and irrosistiblo action; as also becauso it has 
been determined by God that no one shall be a partaker of 
thoso benolity who docs uot beliove in Christ. Nor “is God 
altered according to this hypothesis.” Tor that doctrine does 
not maintain that God absolutely and simply wills to save all 
men, but [that He does so will] under a condition; and that. 
according to His foreknowledge He determined to condemn 
eternally those who will not bend themselves to this purpose: 
which also He actually executes at length without any change. 
It docs not suffico to impute absurdity to tho doctrine: that 
must be proved to follow therefrom by valid consequence. 
As to the sixth error: Tomy mind it is most certain accord- 
ing to tho Scriptures that “saving graco is” not “universal” 
in this way, that it can be said to be given to all men and 
every man in all ages. But you ought to have proved that 
by this doctrine saving grace is maintained to be universal. 
From this you abstain, and are very lengthy in proof of the 
| othor: of which, indécd, I do not disapprove; but that other 
' should have been done by you, as being equally necessary to 
- the end which you have in view. However, some things even 
here deserve consideration. The distinction between ‘‘ being 
ablo to believe if you will,” and “‘ being able to will to believe,” 
is not propounded by you with sufficient accuracy. For both 
of these, as well this ag that, may belong to those who are not 
about to boliove; nay, and do belong to thom, For, unloss 
they can believe, nay, and can will to believe, they cuumnot 
| rightfully bo punished on account of their not ‘bolioving, 
Besides, the one includes the other: for no one can believe, 
unless he can will to believe: for no one believes that docs 
not will so to do. But it is a different thing to be willing 
“actually to believe from being able to will to believe: for the 
latter belongs to all, but the former to the regenerate only, or 
rather to those who are enlightened by the grace of the Holy 
Spirit. Hence you see that many corrections should have 
been made by you; and that in place of “being able to will 
to believe” should be substituted ‘‘ being willing to believe, 
which is most closely connected with believing itself, whilst 
the former is very far removed from actual faith. But that 
distinction between being able, willing, and doing, is here 
especially necessary ; but not only must it. be explained in @ 
proper manner, but the causes also must be specified by which 
it is given to men to be able, to will, and to act. In your 
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third argument, in which you prove tho spociality of grace, 
you rightly express them disjunctively,—‘‘ Who havo had no» 
knowlodgo of faith, or lava nol prosorved il.” Mor thore is 
greater emphasis in the disjunctive than perhaps any one would 
at the first glance suppose. For, if they have not preserved 
it, they have by their own fault lost it, and have cast it away, 
and therefore must be punished on account of their repudiation 
of the Gospel: if they are to bo punished on account of this, 
they have also been destined to punishment on account of this 
very thing. Tor there is no other cause of tho decree than. 
the cause of the execution. 
You object to yourself from the common saying of the 
Schoolmen, that ‘a man cannot bo excused on account of 
deficiency of supernatural knowledge, because he might have 
received that from God; nay, and would have reccived it, if 
he had done what was in him; which since he did not do, he 
is held to be guilty of that deficiency.” You make answer to 
the objection, indeed, but not properly. For the division is 
not sufficient, that “‘ grace is given either according to merit, 
or according to promise ;”’ nay, nor does it consist of contrary 
or opposite parts. For God can bestow it neither according 
to merit, (I should prefer ‘‘ debt,’’) nor according to promise, 
but according to grace not promised, just as He gives and 
doos many things according to grace which Lo las not pro- 
mised, Lot us look at tho first promivo from tho fall: that 
was made neither from debt, nor from promise, but from grace 
procoding the promise. Besides, they also somotimes coincide. . 
Yor God according to promise and “ of debt” bestows life 
upon “him that worketh.’’ (Rom. iv. 4.) But consider 
whether there be not contained in the saying of Christ, “‘ To 
him that hath shall be given,” that promise by which God 
binds Himself to illuminate with supernatural grace the man — 
who shall make right use of natural light, or at least, so far as. 
he is able, shall not make a bad use thereof.. | 
The argument deduced from fools and infants is altogether 
childish. For who can dare to deny that many fools and little 
children are saved? which, truly, does not happen to them 
without saving grace. Upon the places of Scripture which 
you. make use of, some remarks must be made, though it be 
perhaps beside the purpose. In Rom. ix. 16, where it is said, 
“ Not of him that willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God 
that showeth mercy,”—“ righteousness” is understood. For it 
vou. III. GG 
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is there argued concerning those to whom righteousness is 


properly imputed, not working, but believing: that is, it is 
not he that wills, or he that runs, who obtains righteousness, 
but he to whom God has determined to show mercy, that is, 
the believer. The passage, Matt. xiii, 11, proves that the 
same grace is not given to all, nor equally; nay, that a know- 


ledge of the heavenly mysteries does not Divinely fall to the 


lot of all. In the rest those are not rightly opposed to each 
other,—‘‘ The Spirit breathes not in all, but where He wills.” 
What if He wills to breathe in all? Certainly, from the fact 
that He breathes where He wills, it does not follow that He 
does not breathe in some, unless it appears that He wills not 


to breathe in some. . ; 


So also, ‘‘ The Son reveals to whom He will.’ What if He 
wills to reveal to all? ‘All do not believe, but those who are 


drawn.” What if all be drawn? You see that those things 


| 


are not rightly opposed to each other; although it be true 


that the Spirit breathes not in all, that Christ does not reveal 
the Father to all, and that all are not drawn by the Father. 
Besides, as to what you say of “‘the undervaluing of efli- 
cacious grace,” I could wish that it had been treated by you 
a little more at length; and that, indced, first, the nature of 
graco itself, and its agreomont with man’s free will, and then 
its officaciousness and the cause of its eflicaciousness, had 


/ been explained more fully. lor I do not consider any thing 


to be more necessary to the full and perfect treatment of this 
matter. And because Augustine saw this, therefore in very 
‘many places he treats of the agreement of grace with free 
will, and of the distinction between suflicient and efficacious 
grace. This I note just in a word merely, that by efficacious 
grace is meant not that which is received of necessity and 
cannot be refused, but that which is certainly accepted, and 
is rejected by no one to whom it is applied. I add that it does 
not go to the discredit of grace if such be the wickedness and 
perverseness of most men that they do not suffer themselves 
to be converted to God thereby, since the Author of grace has 
determined not to force men by His grace to assent, but by a 
gweet and gentle suasion to move them ; which motion not 
only does not take away the free consent of a free will, but 
even strengthens it. “And what wonder is it if God, as you 
yourself allow, should be unwilling to repress a perverse will ? 


—supply,—otherwise than by the use of that grace which out 
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of their perversity they reject. I do not combat the opinions 
which you adduce from the Fathers: for I hold that most of. 
them can be reconciled with the doctrine which you here wish 


| to confute. ; 


You now bring forward some objections which may be 
objected to you on behalf of that doctrine; and confute them. 
The first objection is, that ‘‘the promise of the Seed of the woman 
1s in Adam himself made to all the posterity of Adam and to 
every man.” And this is true: nor do those things which 
you adduce go to demolish that truth. For these two propo- 
sitions are not repugnant to each other,—that that. promiso 
appertains to all men considered in Adam, and that the Jews 
alone are the people of God. For they are reconciled by this 
saying, that the other peoples were alienated from that promise . 
by their own or their parents’ fault, as is evident from the whole 
context of Holy Scripture. : 


‘ 


The second and third objections are presented by those who . 
do not consider an historical faith concerning Christ to be 
necessary to salvation. Your refutation pleases me: those -_ 


objections are of no weight. The objections from the Fathers 
you also get rid of by a fitting reply: but that not appositely 
according to the intention of those whom you combat in this 
treatise, For they allow that the graco by which it is given 
to will to be converted, and to will actually to believe in Christ, — 
is not common to all mon; which also they esteem to be no 
obstacle in the way of their doctrine concerning the election 
of believers, and the reprobation of unbelievers. 

As to the seventh error: If I affirm that this dogma is 
wrongfully imputed to that opinion, you will be ata stand-still, 
nor will be able to prove what you say. For they allow that 
‘the rule of predestination is the will itself and degree of 


-.. God.” For this proposition, ‘Believers shall be saved, 


unbelievers shall be damned,”’ has been determined by God, 
without any foreknowledge of faith or of unbelief, by His 
own mere will: and in that very thing they maintain that 
the definition of predestination and reprobation is com- 
prehended. But when the discussion is concerning the 
predestination and reprobation of certain men, then they 
premise the foreknowledge of faith and of unbelief, not as a 
law and rule, but as properly precedent. To which opinion, 
First, the passage in Ephesians i. is not opposed. For 
believers have been “ predestinated according to the purpose of 
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Him who worketh all things after tho counsel of Ilis own 
will.” (Vorso 11.) Tor that purposo according to which pro- 
destination is said to have been instituted, is concerning 


adopting believers in Christ into sonship and _ to eternal life, 


as is apparent from very many passages of Scripture which 


treat of that purpose. (Rom. viii. and ix.) Whereby it alsois - 


evident that your first reason is of no force against those who 
hold this doctrine. 

Secondly you say, that ‘“ Divine election is the rule of faith 
that is to be given or not to be given: Therefore election is 


“ not of believers, but rather faith belongs to the elect, or comes 


from the gift of election.” Allow me, with your good leave, 


_ to deny this, and to demand _a proof, as conducting the cause 


of those whose doctrine you are here confuting. For election 
ig made in Christ: But no one but a believer is in Christ: 
Therefore no one but a believer is elected in Christ. That 
passage, Rom. xi. 5, does not serve for the proof of that thesis. 
For the subject there treated is not the election of grace, 
according to which faith is bestowed upon some, but that by 


which righteousness is imputed to believers. Which appears ” 


most clearly from the context, and will be evident to any one 
who looks into it diligently and attentively. or the “ people 


which God forcknow,” that is, graciously acknowlodged for 


Tlis own, is tho people of believers, and not that which seeks 
after righteousness by the works of the liuw. his poople God 
has not cast away. For so what you say is to be understood, 
—that “a rownant was made according to tho election of 
grace ;” that is, that they alone are accounted as the remnant 
of the people of God who believe on Christ, because that they 
alone are comprehended under the condition of grace; the 
sons of the flesh being excluded, who seek after righteousness 
py the law. The same is taught by what follows: “ But if by 
grace, then is it no more of works.” (Verse 6.) What is that 
which is “ by grace.” Election to faith ? Nothing of the kind ; 
put election to righteousness, or righteousness itself. For that 
igssaid to be by grace, not by works. For itis not here discussed 


’ whether faith, but whether righteousness, comes to any one by 
works. Look also at the following verse: « What then? 


Israel hath not obtained that which he seeketh for ; but the 


| election hath obtained it, and the rest were hardened.” (Verse 
7.) What is it “which Israel seeketh for, and hath not 


obtained?” Not faith, but righteousness. See the end of the 
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ninth and tho boginning of tho touth chaptor, Tor thoy 
rejected faith in Christ, and endeavoured to obtain rightcous- 
noss by the works of tho law; and this is the cause why thoy 
have not obtained the righteousness of the law. ‘This also is 
‘what the elect are said to have obtained,—not faith, but 
righteousness. ; 
oe Then,” you will ask, ‘‘is faith not bestowed according to 
election?” I answer that it is not given according to that 
election which is treated of by the Apostle in that place, and 
therefore that that passage does not conduce to your purpose.. 
“But is there, then, a twofold election of God?” Certainly, 
if there is an election by which God elects to righteousness 
and life, that must necessarily be another one by which He 
elects some to faith; if, indeed, He does elect some to faith: 
which I will not now explain, because my design is only to 
reply to your objections. 
Your third argument is equally weak : for tho foreknowledge 
of faith and unbelief is of equally wide extent with predestina- 
tion. -For, firstly, negative unbelief is also unbelief, and fore- 
seen by God when decreeing to damnation. Secondly, the 
children. of the faithful are reckoned with their believing 
parents, and must not be separated from the people of the 
faithful, . 
Your fourth argument is solved in the same manner as tho 
socond, — Tnith is nol the offeet of the olootion hy whioh Home | 
have been elected to righteousness and life. But it is of that 
clection that they treat with whom your presont business is, 
he passage in I’phesians i. presupposes faith before predes- 
tination. For no one except a believer is predestinated to 
adoption through Christ. ‘‘As many as received Him, to them 
gave He power to become the sons of God.” (Johni.12.) The 
quotations from the Fathers prove that faith is the effect of 


- election, but, without doubt, of that election wherewith God - 


discriminates between men according to the dispensation of 
the means by which faith is attained; which they with whom 
you are here discussing will perchance not deny; provided it. 


. be explained rightly according to the Scriptures. 


Your fifth argument is after this fashion: “ Election is not © 
according to the foresight of faith, since the cause why God 
foresees faith in one man, and not in another, is the mere will — 
of God, willing to bestow faith on the one, and not on the 


‘other.’ He with whom your controversy here is will answer, 


; 
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that faith is so of the mere will of God that that will does not 
make use of omnipotent and irresistible motion to generate 
faith in men, but of gentle persuasion adapted to move the 

“will of man by reason of its very liberty ; and therefore that 
the total cause why this man believes, and that does not, is 
the will of God and the free choice of man. 

To your sixth argument it will be answered by him who. 
allows that faith may be altogether wanting, that not faith, 
but final perseverance in faith, is the rule or rather the 
antecedent condition of election; of that election, I mean, 
“wherewith God has elected to salvation and eternal life. 

With regard to your eighth error, I should not readily dare to 
say that true and saving faith may finally and totally fall 
away; although several of the Fathers often seem to affirm 

that. Yet your arguments, by which you prove that it cannot 
fail either totally or finally, must be considered. 

The first argument or reason is taken from Matt. xvi. 18: 
‘Upon this rock I Will build My Church,” &c. You prove 
your meaning from that passage in a threefold manner. But 

the first proof is equivocal, on account of the twofold significa- 
tion of the word “faith.” For it signifies either the confes- 
gion itself of faith concerning Christ uttered by Peter, or faith 
reposing in that confession and doctrine of faith. Faith taken 

“in the former mode is that “rock” which remains unshaken 
and immoveablo, and is the foundation of the Church: but 

faith taken in the latter mode is that inspired by the Spirit 

‘and the word in the members of the Church themselves, by 
Which thoy aro built upon the “rock” or foundation. Tho 
word “faith ” therefore is employed in the antecedent in a 
different way from that in which it is used in the consequent. 

The second proof is of this sort: “Those that are built 
upon the rock never fall away entirely.” Answer: The major 

is not contained in the words of 

that those built upon the rock shall not fall away from it, but 

that “the gates of hell shall not prevail against the rock,” or 
| the Church. But it is one thing for the gates of hell not to 
| prevail against the rock ; quite another for those who are 
built upon the rock not to fall away from the rock. Fora 
stone built upon a foundation may fail, and fall away from 
| the foundation, the latter meanwhile continuing to stand firm. 
| If this is predicated of the Church, I say that not even then 1s 
| tthe same for those who are built upon the rock not to fall 


Christ: for He does not say - 


ed 
‘ 
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away, and for the gates of hell not to be about ta prevail 
against the Church.. For the falling away is that of a free 


will falling away: but if the gates of hell prevail against the 


Church, that happens from the frailness of the rock on which 
the Church rests. The minor does not repeat the same which 
was in the proposition. Tor believers are said to be being 


~ built, not yet perfectly built upon the rock, on account of the 


continuation and confirmation of the building, which is neces- 
sary while they are here: but while that continuation and 


confirmation lasts, believers do not seem to be placed beyond 


the danger of falling. For just as any one may be unwilling 


~ to be built thereon, so may the same man, if he has begun to 


be built, fall away, resisting the continuation and confirmation 
of that building. But it is not probable that Christ wished to 
signify by those words that believers cannot fall away from 
the faith, because that seems useless. Jor, since it is neces- 


. sary for them to have their stability in the rock, and therefore 
_ always to rest and lie upon the rock, they will be more 


slothful in their care to adhere firmly to the rock in tempta- 
tions, if they be taught that they cannot fall away from the 
rock. It may suffice to encourage them, if they know that no 
power or prudence can dislodge them from that rock, unless — 
they of their own will forsake their position. 
As to the third proof, even though it should appear that 


Christ says that the gates of hell shall not prevail against the — 


Church, yet it will not thence follow that no one can fall from 
the faith. For, even if any one falls away, yet the Church 
romaing unshaken against the gatos of loll. Tor that falling 
away, as was before said, does not take place on account of : 


. the power of hell, but by the will itself of the person who falls 


away, concerning the inflexibility of whose will the Scripture 
says nothing, because it would be useless to employ that 
argument of consolation for the confirmation of believers. — 
As regards the opinions of the Fathers, you doubtless know 
that almost all antiquity is of that judgment, that believers — 
may fall away and perish. But the passages which you 
adduce from the Fathers treat either of faith in the abstract, 
which is unshaken and immoveable, or of predestinated 
believers, on whom God has determined to bestow perseverance ; 
who are always to be distinguished, in accordance with the 
doctrine of the Fathers, and especially of Augustine, from 
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those who are belicvers and righteous according to prosont 
righteousness. he 50; 
Tho gsceond reason concludes nothing, sinco, although he 
who asks may be confirmed against tomptations and not fall 
‘away, yet he may not ask, and so not obtain that stability ; 
from which falling away ensues. And hereon depends the 
perpetual necessity of praying, which does not exist if any 
man obiains that assistance of God without daily prayers: 
nor is it here said, that believers may not intermit the duty of 
praying: which yet must necessarily be presupposed to that 
conclusion which you endeavour to elicit from the act of prayer. 
Tt is certain that ‘Christ here takes it [the not falling away] 
for granted in the elect.” But ‘‘the elect” and ‘‘ believers ” 
‘are not reciprocal terms according to the judgment of the 
Fathers, unless perseverance be joined to faith. But neither 


is it affirmed in that saying of Christ, that those elect cannot 


depart from Christ, but that they cannot be ‘seduced;” 
“whereby it is significd that the power of seduction, though 


| 


/ 


} 
; 


) 


ereat, yet shall not be such as to carry away the elect after it: 
which gorvos a8 2 consolation for tho clect against the powor 
and fallacies of pseudo-Christs and false prophets. 

he third reason may be invalidated in many ways. Firstly: 
A total defection from true faith ‘requires a second ingraft- 
ing,” if, indeed, he is to be saved who falls away. But it is 
simply not necessary for one who falls away to be ingrafted 
again: nay, some one will say that according to Hebrews v1. 
and x. he who falls away totally from the true faith is not 


restored by repentance, Secondly: There is no absurdity in 


it if they be said to be ‘‘ingrafted a second time,” because in 
Bom. xi. 23 it is said of the branches cut away and broken off, 


that “God is able to graff them in again.” If you assert that 


that is not to be understood of the same individuals, I shall 
require proof of the assertion. Thirdly: It does not necessarily 
follow from the second ingrafting that “a reiteration of baptism 
is necessary,” because baptism once conferred on any one 1s & 
perpetual promise to him of grace and salvation, as often as 
he returns to Christ; and the remission even of sins committed 
after baptism is bestowed without a repetition of baptism. 


| Wherefore also, even if it be conceded that ‘baptism is not 
| +0 be reiterated,” which they with whom you are here dealing 


will readily grant, yet it does not thence follow that believers 


‘eannot totally fall away, either because those who totally fall 
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away may not bo entirely restored, or because, if they be 
restored, they do not require to be baptized a second time. 

The fourth reason docs not appear casy to bo refuted. 
Augustine, however, replics that the discourse here [1 John 
ill, 9] is not with regard to any but those who are the called 
according to His purpose, and regenerated by the decree of 
Divine predestination. If you affirm that itis here said respect- 
ing all who are born of God, that they sin not, and that the 
seed of God remains in them, I shall take the word ‘‘ remains” 
as signifying indwelling, but not the continuation of indwelling. 
But, so long as the seed of God is in him, hesing not unto death; 
yet, by degrees, through his own fault and negligence, that seed 
may be taken away out of his heart; and so that second com- 
munication may perish, just as his first creation in the image 
of God has died away. But this argument, I allow, is the 
strongest of all which can be adduced to this purpose. 

As to the fifth : The seed of the word of God is in itself immor- 
tal, yet may be taken away out of the hearts of those whohaye - 
received it, as Matt. xiii. ea 3% 

As to tho sixth reason: As long as tho mombors continue 
in Christ like branches in the vine, so long can they not 
die away; tho life-giving power of Christ, to wit, dwelling 
inthem. But if they have not borne fruit, then they shall be 
eut off. (John xv. 2.) . But it may happen that the branches 
bear no fruit, even when grafted into the vine, not by the 
fault of the root, or of the vine, but of the branches them- 
selves. And in Romans vi. there is an apostolical warning lest 
beliovers should live again to sin, when they are in Christ dead 
to sin; which warning is given in vain, if it be impossible that 
theyshould henceforth, after their liberation from the dominion 
of sin, live toit again.. It must be known that the mortification 
of the flesh is being carried on throughout the whole of life, nor 
is sin so extinguished in one moment in believers planted in 
Christ and dead with Him, as that it does not sometimes bring 
forth the worst fruits, provoking God’s anger, and meriting the 
destruction of the man himself. But if he produce sins which 
deserve the wrath of God and destruction, and if God does not 
remit these sins except upon sorrow and serious repentance, it 
follows thence that those who thus sin may be cut off, and, 
indeed, finally, if they return not to God: but their return is 
not a necessary result from the power of that ingrafting, 
although this will infallibly be the case in those whom God 
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has, by the immutable decree of His prodostination, made 
heirs of salvation. 


The seventh reason : “ All who are members of Christ’s body » 


grow up toa perfect man ;” that is, if they do not recede from 
Christ: which they may do, nor is that part of tho inner and 
essential definition of members, that they cannot go back and 
fall away from their Head. In John xy. 2, the “branch that 
beareth not fruit” is spoken of as about to be cut off. In 


Romans xi. 20, some branches are said to be ‘broken off’ 


because of unbelief.” 
You next inquire,—as if you had fully proved that faith does 
not totally fall away ,—‘‘ What is the cause why faith does not 


perish ?” And you answer, that that is not from the nature of — 


faith, but from the gift of confirming grace, which has been 
promised to believers. Here you wrongly distinguish between 
faith itself and confirming grace, when you ought to have dis- 
tinguished between a man endowed with faith and the gift of 


grace. For the cause why faith cannot perish, or rather why 


a believer cannot totally lose faith, is either in the believer 
himself, or in the grace that confirms or conserves faith, lest 
the believer should lose it. Not in the believer himself: for, 
because he is a man liable to error and falling, he may lose 
faith; unless it has been ordained by God that he should not 
loso faith, that is, not fell away from that grace whorowith Ifo 
yonders him stable. ‘‘ Peter, I have asked for thee, that .thy 
faith fail not.” (Luke xxii. 82.) The faith, therefore, of Peter 


could fail, if we consider the constancy of Peter himself. , 


i i rhi intercession that grace 
But Christ obtained for him by His own intercession 
by which it came to pass that, he would not fall away. The cove- 
nant of God, of which mention is made in Jeremiah xxiil., does 


not contain in itself an impossibility of defection from God, but 


a promise of the gift of fear, whereby they shall be hindered 
from going away from God, so long as that shall pode in 
their hearts. But, truly, Scripture nowhere teaches that t ni 
gift of fear cannot be shaken off; and it would be useless oF 
\promises of that sort to be made to those who are in poxenay 
with God: it is sufficient if they be supported by promaaee 
acainst all the temptations of the world, the flesh, sin, ot : 
and that, provided they are not wanting to themselves an : 
the grace of God, they have been established firmly against a 


enemics. 


You adjoin another question, “ How far believers lose grace © 
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and the Holy Spirit.” You answer that that knotty question 
is to be unravelled bya twofold distinction,—namely, of 
believers, and of grace. In the distinction of believers, those 
whom you name first inno way deserve to be called “ believers:” 


‘for hearing and understanding the word does not constitute 


a believer, unless there is added thereto approval of the 
same. Those who constitute the second order are equivo- 
cally called “believers:” for true faith cannot exist without — 
bringing forth fruit suited to its nature,—confidence in Him, 
love towards Tim, fear of Ilim, in whom they exercise belief. 
Believers of the third and fourth order you so distinguish ag 
to say that the latter apprehend unto salvation ‘ Christ the 
Redeemer with a lively faith,” which you take away from the 
former ; conceding to each meanwhile not only the approval of 
Gospel truth heard and understood, but also the bringing forth 
of certain fruits. And here, indeed, you ought to have medi- 
tated on the words of Christ : ‘‘ Without Me ye can do nothing, 
-—As the branch cannot bear fruit of itself, except it abide in 
the vine ; no more can ye, except ye abide in Me.” [John xy. 


’ 5,4,.] But can any one abide in Christ, unless he apprehends 


Him as his Redeemer with a lively faith unto salvation? All 


that distinction of believers, therefore, is a fleeting one, since 


those last alone can come under that name; whom if you ~ 
had proved unablo to fall away and porish, you would hayo 
accurately fulfilled your purpose. The rest cannot be said to 
lose grace and the Holy Spirit, but rather to refuse grace and 
to resist the Holy Spirit, if they proceed no farther; since 
hearing, understanding, and approving the word, tend to this 
end, that they apprehend Christ Jesus the Redeemer with a 
lively faith unto salvation. 

Let us come to the distinction of grace, and see how from 
that you make answer to the questions. ‘‘ Grace,” you say, 
‘Cig either first or second... The first is the gratuitous favour 
of God, embracing His own in Christ to life eternal.” Be it 
so. ‘From this,” you say, “‘they fall away in a certain 
manner ;” namely, ‘‘ according to certain effects of that grace, 
which they must be without, and experience their contraries, 
when they have grievously sinned; not according to grace 


. itself, since God always maintains His fatherly affection towards 


them, and does not change His purpose of bestowing on them 
adoption and eternal life.” But these matters must be con- 
sidered more diligently. The effect of grievous sin committed — 
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against the conscience is the wrath of God, remorse of con- 
science, and eternal damnation. But the wrath of God cannot 


consist with His grace about the same thing, at the:-same. ~ 


time, in respect of the same, so as that in His anger itself He 
should will eternal life to him with whom He is angry. He 
ean will to the man certain effects of grace, whereby he may 
be brought back to a sound mind ; to which when he is restored, 
that grace of God to eternal life again falls to his lot. A con- 


science accusing, and truly accusing, cannot consist with the - 


grace or gratuitous favour of God to eternal life: for so the 
conscience would not accuse truly. For.God will not bestow 
eternal life upon him whom his conscience testifies, and with 
truth, to be unworthy of eternal life ; unless repentance inter- 
yene, which takes away the unworthiness by the gracious mercy 
of God. To him who has merited eternal damnation by his 
sin, and has not yet brought forth repentance, God wills not 
eternal life, while he is in that state. He does, therefore, 
really fall from that very grace wherewith God embraces him 


unto life eternal. Yet; because God knows that a man of this _ 


sort will really rise again from sin, through those means which 
God has determined to employ for his cure ;. hence it is that 
such a man cannot be said utterly to fall away from the grace 
af od. But horo graco itself must bo distinguished in respect 
of the various benefits which God wills to a man of this kind. 
Life clornul Io willy nob to any but boliovers and ponitonts : 
but the means to faith and conversion He wills to sinners not 
yot converted, not yet believing. Nor does it appear to be 
rightly said that “God holds the crimes in hatred, but not 
the criminals themselves,” since wickedness and the wicked 
are equally hateful to God, For He hates the wicked on 
account of his wickedness, of which he himself is the author, 
and which would not have been perpetrated unless by him, - 


Your very description of the first grace contains what invali- ’ 


dates the answer itself.. ‘It is the favour wherewith God 
embraces His own in Christ.” But He embraces no one in 
Christ, unless existing in Christ. No one, however, exists in 
Christ except by faith in Christ, which is a necessary means of 
our union with Christ. But, if it happens that any one falls 
away from the faith, he falls away from that union, and con- 
sequently from the favour of God wherewith He before 
embraced him in Christ. Whence also it is apparent that 
there is in this solution a begging of the question. For it is 
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Inquirec ‘whether believers can fall away from the first grace,” 
that is, “ from the favour of God wherewith He embraces them 
in Christ.” It is certain they cannot while they remain faith- 
ful, because just so long are they in Christ. But-if they fall . 
away from faith, they fall away also from that first grace 
Wherefore that question remains, ‘‘ Whether believers can 
fall away from faith.” But this also you concede, that the 
faithful fall away as much asin them is. Thence I conclude 

that God the Father does not abide in them in Christ, and that : 
the right of life eternal, or sonship, does not belong to tae ) 
according to the words, ‘‘As many as received Him,” be. 
Wherefore, if you had wished to say things in sy 
with each other, it was necessary to deny that believers fall 
away from the faith ; or, conceding that, to grant at the same 
time that they can fall away from the favour of God where- 
with He embraces them in Christ to life eternal. However 
as I have said, all this matter may be elucidated, if God's 
grace itself is properly distinguished according to its various 


— effects. 


; Let the passages of Scripture which you adduce be looked 
into. ‘‘No man shall pluck My sheep out of My hands.” 
[John x. 28.] Who can deny it? Yet some say that ‘the 
shoop cannot bo snatchod away, but can loavo thoir Shophord 
at their own pleasure.” Which you assert to be spokon 
‘woukly,”’ or “without roason.” But by what argument ? 
sg Because, when they fall away, they are snatched ‘away by 
tho devil.” Right, indeed ; whon they havo fallon away, they 
are snatched away, nor can it be otherwise. Jor the een 
cannot be safe against Satan, unless they are inthe Shepherd’s 
hand. But the question is whether the act of departure and 
defection ig by its nature precedent to the devil’s snatching - 
away: which if if is, your answer is void and senseless. 
“‘ Another place” is, ‘‘He who continues in the word of 
Christ is truly His disciple: [John viii. 381:] so he who 
continues a sheep, and does not fall away, is truly a sheep.” 


; T answer, Firstly, that there is amphibology in the word “ con- 
.tinue.” For it denotes either present observance of the words 


of Christ, or continual observance without defection from the 


' words of Christ. Present observance, if it be sincere, makes — 


a disciple of Christ, or rather shows a true disciple of Christ ; 
otherwise no one can ever be truly called a disciple of Christ, 
unless when he. has departed this life, when defection is no 
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longor to bo foared: whichis absurd. Socondly, I say that 
in that phrase also, ‘“‘is truly My disciple,” there is a doublo 
sense: for it signifies that he who at any time falls away 
from the word of Christ has never been truly the disciple of 
Christ, although he may have sometime kept His word with 
sincerity ; or that he who has for a time kept the word of 
Christ, and then has obtained the name of a disciple, if yet 
he falls away afterwards, is unworthy to be called by the name 
of a disciple. Therefore, if his present state be taken into 
account, he is truly a disciple; if his consequent state, he is 
not truly a disciple, or does not deserve that name which he 
by and. by deserts. Unless any one will say that no one 
has ever sincerely observed the word of Christ, who falls 
away from it: which is to be proved. 

That passage, ‘“‘ Who shall separate us from the love of 
God?” (Rom. viii. 85,) has nothing to do with the matter. 
For it is the consolation with which the faithful are strength- 
ened against present and approaching evils, that nothing at all 


love those whom He began to love in Christ. Romans x1. 29 
is no more suitable to what is denied : for though God repents 
not of His gifts, yet any one can throw away the gifts of God 
Which ho reccives, What you cite from 2 Tim, ii, 19 docs in 
favour your purpose: for “ the Lord knowotls thom ute 
aro Tin,’ ovon though somo of tho fwitlitul fall away te 
| the faith. For it may be said that God never recognisec 
: 


thom for Iis own with the knowledgo which administers 
predestination, of which we are here tyeating. This oe: 
tion of Augustine’s may be of service : that ‘‘ some are ae 
of God according to present righteousness ; some, according 
to the foreknowledge and predestination of God. 


| inherent: a phrase which does not sound correct to my ears. 
Save mes supposed that grace is not imputed, ee 
imputes. So Romans iv. 4: “ The reward is not reckonec 6 
grace, but of debt.” ‘In the same place righteousness is as 

to be imputed, and indeed from grace without works. sn 
leaving that alone, let us look at the matter. oy No ie 
has been proposed, how far the faithful lose kata ns et 
Holy Spirit. You answer, (in respect of grace imputed, w > 
has been founded in justification, of which the Pe crak 
sins is a part,) that “the remission of sins 18 nos rende 


of those ills can bring it to pass that God should cease to 


“The second grace,” you say, ‘is either imputed or 
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void.” Bo itso: yot, aftor obtaining the romission of somo 
sins, tho faithful sin and fall grievously. But if they do 
not happen actually to repent, will they then obtain the 
remission of sins? You reply that they will not obtain it. 
Hence I conclude that they can logo that grace of the remis- 
sion of sins. But you take exception, that “it cannot be that 


they should not repent.” I hear that said, but I want the 


proof of it: not, indeed, that the elect cannot depart hence 
without final repentance, but that they who have once been 
believers cannot lay down life in final impenitence. When 
you shall have proved this, it will not be necessary to recur to 
this distinction of grace: for then it were allowable to assert 
that a believer never finally loses faith and dies in impenitence. 
You distinguish inherent grace into “faith,” and “the gift 
consequent on faith.” In “faith,” you consider “the act 
and the habit of faith.” Whence you reply to the question 
proposed, that ‘faith considered with respect to the habit and 
power, by reason of confirming grace, does not perish, though 
per se it may be lost; but that faith with respect to a certain 
act may be lost.” First, I demand the proof of what you _ 
assert,—that ‘faith in respect of the habit cannot be lost.” 
Noxt, I ask whether that act of faith in respeet of which faith 
may be lost, be necessary to apprehend Christ, or not? If it 
bo, thon man may full away from grace, if he lose tho act of 
apprehonsion of Christ, as you sponk; or rathor, if ho doos . 
not achually upprohond Christ. If that act be not necessary, 
thon truly it was of no use to considor about that act whon 
troating of tho losing of grace, 
But you prove, as well by the example of David as by some 


_ opinions of the Fathers, that the habit of faith and charity. 


cannot be lost. The example of David proves nothing. For, 


‘even if it be granted that David after the commission of . 


adultery and murder had not lost the Holy Spirit, it does not 
thence follow that He cannot be lost. For a man may sin 
still more grievously, and on this account lose the Holy Spirit. 
But what if I shall say that David did lose the Holy Spirit, 
after he had committed adultery and murder? You will reply 


‘that it appears from Psalm li. that the matter stands other- 


wise. I respond that that Psalm was sung by David after 
that, having been admonished by Nathan, he had repented of 
those crimes; but that God, at’ that time, upon the preaching , 
of Nathan, restored the Holy Spirit to David. 
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As regards “the sayings of the ancients,” tho example of 
Peter does no prejudice to the opinion which holds that faith 
can be extinguished. For Peter sinned from infirmity, which 
makes faith to stagger, but does not extinguish it. I pass by 
Gratian. Of Augustine’s opinion it would be necessary to 


treat more at length once for all, if it were proposed to deliver — 


it with exactness. If, however, any one wishes to know what 
was Augustine’s opinion respecting this matter, let him look at 
the following passages :—De Predestinatione Sanctorum, lib. i., 
cap. 14; De Bono Perseverantia, lib. ii., cap. 1, 6, 8; and 


De Corruptione et Gratid, cap. 18, 16, 22, 93. To these 


may be added some passages of Prosper, who everywhere 


holds and defends the Augustinian doctrine :—Ad Capitula 


Gallorum Respons. 7; Ad Objectiones Vincentianas Resp. 16; 
De Vocatione Gentium, lib. il., cap. 8, 9, 28... From these 
places it will in my judgment be apparent that Augustine 
supposed that “some believers, regenerate, justified, endued 
with faith, hope, charity, can fall away and be damned, nay, 
do actually fall away and are. damned, excepting only those 
who are predestinated.” . 
There follow certain objections against this explanation 
which you have premised. ‘‘ First Objection: Sin and tho 


graco of tho Moly Spirit cannot consist together.” You 


answor, that “that is true of reigning sin, or of that which 
iw commmiltod wilh tho full consent of thio will.” But you dony 
that “the regenerate sin with their full or entire will. i 
roply, firstly, that “yoiming” sinis not the samo with tliat 
which is committed with full will and consent.” Vor the 
‘former is in the class of a quality or habit ; the latter in the 
class of an action, and by the latter the way is laid down for 


the former. Whence it easily appears that reigning ‘sin 


cannot consist with the grace of the Holy Spirit:” and this 


4 ae ; . 2 ” { . 
also is true, that ‘‘ sin does not reign in the regenerate.” For . 


before sin can be perpetrated, it is necessary for them to have 


~ rejected the grace of the Holy Spirit which mortifies sin and 


restrains its power. ; Wherefore we must make a pause at the 
other, and see ‘‘ whether some of the regenerate sin with the 
? 


full consent of the will.” You deny it, and adduce a reason . 


for the denial from the beginning and degrees of temptation. 
Let us look at them>. The beginning of temptation you state 
to be “‘concupiscence or native corruption Si that, you say, 
exists ‘‘alone in an unregenerate man, who is flesh entirely. 
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But in a regencrate man there is flesh and spirit together, but 
.In moderate. degrees; so as that he is partly flesh, partly 


- spirit.” Whence you conclude that ‘‘ concupiscence can con- 


sist with the grace of the Holy Spirit, provided it do not reign.” 
I answer, that although I have little to say against that con- 
clusion, yet I cannot entirely approve of what precedes. For 
there are some false assumptions in it, and the description is 
‘imperfect. Re 
That is false which you assert,—that ‘‘a man not regene- 


~ rated is wholly flesh;” that is, that there is in him nothing 


except flesh. For by what name shall that ‘‘truth”’ be called, 


which the wicked are said to ‘‘hold in unrighteousness ?” 


“What is the ‘‘ conscience accusing” and “ excusing?” What 
is the “ knowledge of the law,” by which they are ‘‘ convinced 
of their sins?” All those things cannot come under the name of 
‘‘flesh:” for they are good and opposed to the flesh. I allow, 
however, that the Holy Spirit does not dwell in the unregenerate 
man. The description is imperfect, because the explanation 
is omitted of the proportion which exists between the flesh 
and the Spirit in a regenerate man; which should have been 
added, because the Spirit may predominate in a regenerate 
man, and because a regenerate man may acquire the name 
of a “spiritual man” from the predominating part, so that 
lie may not come under the name of “carnal.” But mark, 
moroovor, that tho conclusion is rospocting conoupinconde, 
which is in the predicament of a quality, when the question 
should havo been about actual sin, whether “ actual sin: can 
consist with the grace of the Holy Spirit.” 

Let us look at the “five degrees of temptation.” The first 
degree you allow to belong to the regenerate ; the second also ; 
and, indeed, rightly.. But it can never be proved from the 
text, that ‘‘ Paul complains of his captivity ” on that account, 
‘because he wad pleased with morose cogitation about the 
perpetration of sin.” For he is there treating of sin actually 
perpetrated by him: ‘ What I will not, that Ido.” [Rom. Vil. 
15, 19.] | Lae 

The third degree, which is “the consent of the will about 
the perpetration of evil,” you attribute also to the regenerate ; 
“Dut in a weaker measure; according to which, they so will 
that they are unwilling to perpetrate sin:” and that you 


- suppose can be proved by the example of Paul in Romans Vil. 


‘But I should wish you here to consider how these agree with 
you. III. HH oe 
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each othor, that a will, or volition, twofold in number, and, - not sin with full consent of the will, they have a certain mark — 


indeed, contrary, should bo employed about ono and tho same pe of thoir rogon . Tf 
; : : ! oration. . If, thorofor - 

act, even then when the act itself is committed. Before, | psd will to sin pap consist arty ate cae eee eh 
perhaps, when the mind was still in doubt, and the flesh was Bs t is certain that the regenerate sometimes lose the Sa of the 
Jusling agzwinnl tho Spirit, and tho Spirit in tim against tho ' TIoly Spirit, boowugo thoy sin wilh full Sani Pet 
flesh, that might have been said: but when now the flesh [i when they sin against conscience See 
brings forth its desiro into action, that is, docs what it lusted LA You lay d 9 bringi 

. «os OME ore ar ‘3 y down, as the fourth dogree, * iy 5 ; 
against the Spit, then truly the Spirit has ceased to lust: or fo an evil work into action.” cea Wines 
it must be said that a regenerate man commits sin from the lust Re you adduce cannot be ‘proved by the Seriptures. For aan . 
of tho flesl spirit i i sting: : . ¥ 5 caren aa ; : . , 
of tho flesh, the Spirit in vain lusting on tho other hand; i regenerate man sing, he sins overcome by the lust of tho flesh, 


that is, that the flesh is stronger than the Spirit, and that the 
lust or desire of the Spirit is overcome by the flesh ; contrary 
+o what the Scripture says, that ‘“ stronger is He that is in us, 
than he who is in the world;” [1 John iv. 4;] and contrary 
to the state of the regenerate, in whom the Spirit predomi- 
“nates over the flesh, nor does it happen that the flesh over- 
comes, unless when #he Spirit is quiescent and ceases from 
the strife. F : 

But the Scripture, in Rom. vil., says that the regenerate 
man “wills good, and does it not ; and wills not evil, and yet 
does it.” I answer that that place does not deal with the ~ 
regenerate man, but with him who is under the law. However, 
even if that were granted, I maintain that it cannot be that 


the spirit of regeneration being quiescent, and not detesting 
the sin, except before the sin, when the consent of the will has | 
not been yielded to the persuasion of the lust; and after the 
sin, when the spirit has begun to revive. But the detestation 
of which you speak is nothing else than the act of the con- 
science accusing him both before and after the perpetration 
of sin. The whole man therefore sins, but not “‘ according to 
that principle whereby he was ‘born again.” Which it wasnot - 
necessary to add: for who could call that in question? But, 
indeed, this may also be said of a man under the law, that he 
does not sin according to the law of the mind, that is, his con- 
science approving of the law, but only according to the flesh. 
Wherefore you see that this matter ought to have been distin- 
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volition and nolition are employed together about the same 
act: wherefore that volition upon which the act follows is pure 
and efficacious volition ; the other must be called not so much 


yolition as vellcity, which is effected not by the Holy Spirit 


lusting against the flesh, but by the conscience, or law of tho 


mind, existing in man, which ceases not to strive against the 
flesh, until at length it also has become seared, and deprived 
of all feeling. But that striving of the conscience does not 
pring it to pass that the man does not sin with full consent, 
but rather aggravates his sin, and declares how vehement 1s | 


the consent of the will to the sin offered by the lust of the 
flesh, since not even conscience protesting against it can hinder 
the will from this consent. That opinion is, therefore, hurtful 
and most dangerous, which maintains that a regencrate man 
does not sin with full consent, since he feels anguish of the 
conscience, protesting against the sin which the will is pro- 


} ceeding to perpetrate. ~. Because that very thing happens to 


all who are touched with any feeling of just and unjust, they 
sill be very prone to persuade themselves that when they do 
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guished otherwise. . Nor does it appear that this must be 
conceded, that ‘an action committed by a regenerate man is 
less culpable than if committed by him in whom sin reigns.” 

For the guilt and wickedness of an action is to be detor- 
minod from the vehement consent of the will to gin, But he 
is carried more vehemently towards sin who rejects the act of 
the Holy Spirit desiring the contrary, and follows after the lust 
of the flesh, than he who, opposing the lust of the flesh with 
his conscience alone, at length gives way thereto. Thus the 
sin of David in committing adultery and murder was far more 
grievous than of any Gentile committing the same sins: just 
as the men of Bethsaida and Chorazin sinned more grievously 
than the citizens of Tyre and Sidon, because, in sinning, they 
resisted more things calculated to deter them from perpetrating 
sin, than the latter did. . 

You say that the last degree is “ when sin, being confirmed 


"by frequent repetition, issues in a habit.” You affirm that with 


the Greeks that degree is 76 dzroredew, [“‘ completion,” or ‘‘per- 


| fection.”’] But I may be allowed, with your good leave, to deny 
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: that that is with the Grocks dzoredetv. Vor tho fourth degreo 

is daroreNety, tho sumo as to commit sin. This dogroo, thoro- 
fore, ig not so much a degree of sin as of sinners, of whom 
some proceed much farther than others. You deny that this 

degree befalls the regenerate ; which remains to be proved by 
you. There is in all those distinctions a perpetual begging 
- of the question. For they who say that the regenerate may 
loso tho graco of tho Ioly Spirit, maintain algo that the regeno- 
rate not only sin, but also are obstinate in their sins, and con- 
tract wv habit of sinning. 

The Second Objection which you advance against yourself 
is: “Adam, whilo yot upright, foll away totally: thorefore 
much more they who, born and regenerated after Adam ’s fall, 
may have believed.’ The force of the argument depends on 


the parity or equality of the state of both: that of Adam, © 


according to which he was created in righteousness and true 

holiness: that of his posterity, according to which they have 

been regenerated in righteousness and the sanctity of the 

truth. You unloose the knot by pointing out.the dissimilarity. 
- But the dissimilarity which exists between the two states does 
not cause that the regenerate may not totally fall away from 
the truth. Neither is this asserted in the passage of Augus- 
tino which you cito. For, though tho rogonorato may havo 
the power to will whatover they can do, which gift Adam 
Jucked wocording to Augustine's opinion, yot it doos not follow 
hence that they cannot repudiate this gift, and cast it away at 
will. Othor points might also hayo boon brought forward, in 
- which the state of believers in Christ differs from the primeval 


state of Adam in uprightness, For among other things this 


is especially remarkable, that that state had not the promise 
of the remission of sins, if it should befall Adam to sin even 
once; but the state of believers is made more blessed by that 
promise, ‘I will remember their sins no more.” [Heb, viii. 
12.] Whence it happens that the faith of God is not rendered 
without effect, even though His covenanted ones sin. (Rom. 


‘iii. 8.) For the covenant is of grace and faith, not of righteous- _ 
ness and works. Lay down, then, whatever differences you 
may please between the two states, it will still be necessary , 


for you to confess that perseverance, voluntary, free, and 
mutable, has been in both states necessary to salvation, For 
‘a man does not persevere either in this or in that state, except 
willingly and freely. Which is true to this extent, that “ God 
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does not tako away ovon from those that shall porsovere 
that mutability which can be unwilling,” as itis inthe second © 
book De Vocatione Gentiwn, chaptor 28. 

You put this as the Third Objection,—that ‘the member of 
a harlot is not the member of Christ. _ But a believer, who is 
actually a member of Christ, can become the member of a 
harlot, and by consequence cease to be a member of Christ.” 
You reply to the Objection by a distinction of ‘ member.” 
But there was no need of those distinctions: for, firstly, the 
discussion is not respecting tho apparent mombor, but respect- 
ing the true. For the apparent member is 1 member equivo- 
cally, and thorofore is not a partakor in tho definition ; whoro- 
fore there were four terms in the syllogism. Nor is tho 
question about a member which is such by destination ; for we 
know that all men universally, who by destination are mem- 
bers of Christ, are members of Satan, before they are actually 
brought to Christ and united to Him. Wherefore, since the 


' objection is treating of members which are actually such, to what 


end are those intricacies of distinctions pursued ? However, 
of the actual members you allege, that-‘‘some are alive, 
others half-dead : but both are members according to election.” 
If it be so, you obtain your purpose: for who will be so foolish 
as to affirm that the elect can finally fall away? But those 
whom you get up as your adversaries will deny that ull true 
mombors of Christ aro such by prodostination, Tor thoy 


"will say that some are such in respoct of their present state, » 


prosont rightoousness and ingrafting. But let us look at your. 
answer, supposing the truth of that distinction. You say that — 
“ true and actual member, and one which remainssuch, can- 
not be the member of a harlot.” Truly there is nothing won- 
derful in this: for the proposition is identical, and therefore 
empty and vain: ‘“ The member of Christ which remains such 
is not the member of a harlot:” that is not to reply to this 
question, whether a living member of Christ remains a living 
member of Christ perpetually. ee 

For it was affirmed in the objection that a living member 
of Christ becomes the member of a harlot, and therefore does 
not continue a member of Christ. There is therefore a begging 
of the question in your reply to that argument. But you say, 
that ‘(a half-dead member sometimes loses the Holy Spirit, 
ag much as in it is.” But from what state does it become half- 
dead? is it not from being wholly alive ? unless perchance 
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you will allege that he is half-dead when he is ingrafted hee 
Christ ; which you yourself see to be absurd. But the notion 
of this matter is this with those who dispute against you. 
In the beginning of faith in Christ and conversion to God the 
believer becomes a living member of Christ; and, if perse- 
vering in the faith of Christ, and keeping a conscience yoid 
_ of offence, remains a living member. But if it happen that 
' this member grows slothful, is not careful over itself, gives 
place to sin, by little and little it becomes half-dead; and go 
at length, proceeding still further, dies altogether, and ceases 
to be a member. These points are what should have been 
refuted by you; which you are so far from confuting that 
you rather confirm them by your distinctions. Truly, Perkins, 
you have handled these matters more negligently than befitted 
the dignity of the subject and your own erudition. 


The ninth error, as you call it, is fastened upon the A oped: 


doctrine by mistake: for it is not affirmed by them, nor can 
it anyhow be deduced from their opinion. - But this is what 
they hold: that a man receives by his own free choice the 
grace which comes to him from above, of whatever kind it may 
be. - For, as grace saves, so the free will is saved, and the 
subject of grace is man’s free will. Wherefore it is unavoid- 


_ able that the free will should concur in preserving the grace 


boutowod, assistod, howovor, by subsoquont graco; and it 
always remains within the power of the free will to reject the 
grace bestowed, and to refuse subsequent grace; because grace 
is not an omnipotent action of God, which cannot be resisted 
by man’s free will. And since the matter stands thus, the 
same parties suppose that man can throw away grace, and 
fall. Whence you sce that a fruitless task is undertaken by 
you, when you refute that error which le impute to this 
doctrine. 

Yet let us consider those remarks of yours ; paces an 
opportunity will presentitself of noting something not unworthy 
of observation. ‘‘This doctrine,” you say, “‘ attributes to 


every man a free will, flexible to either side by grace.” But ~ 


do you deny that free will is flexible to either dow add, 
even without grace? For it is flexible by its nature; and as 
it is addicted to evil in a state of sin, so it is capable of good ; 
which capacity grace does not bestow upon it; for it is in it 
by nature. Yet it will not actually be bent to good except by 


grace, which is as it were the form that brings forth the _ 
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power and capacity of matter into action; although it is of 
itself sufficient for evil... As Augustine says, (De Predest. 


Sanctorum,.cap. 5,) ‘fTo:be able to have faith and charity 


belongs to the nature of men; but to have them belongs to the 
grace of believers.” But perhaps it is not agreeable to you 
that it should be said that that ‘is in every man.” It is 
without cause that you take that ill. For the meaning is, not 
that that grace is present with all men, by which their free 
will may be actually bent to good; but that there is in all 


men such a will as is flexible to either side upon accession of ~ 


grace. But they teach, that ‘‘it is in the will of man to apply 
himself'to the grace bestowed by the help of universal grace, 
or to reject the same by the impotence of corrupt nature.’’ 
So you say; but whatis it youhere desire? You will answer, 
That, for the expression ‘‘ universal grace,” ‘ particular grace” 
be substituted. But who ever said that “‘man can apply him- 


- self to particular grace, when bestowed, by the power of 


universal grace?” I believe that no one can be so foolish: 


' for the action upon particular grace, as its object, is by a free 


will aided by particular grace. But those words, ‘to reject 


by impotence,” are improperly joined together: for impotence  ~ 


does not ‘reject ;’’ but it is its part not to be able to receive: 
it is the part of depravity to ‘“‘reject.’’ Since, therefore, of 
your own choico you havo put “ universal gracg,” you aro 
fighting against your own shadow. Jor it is evident that 
‘‘the ability to belicve is not brought forward into action 
except by.the aid of other, subsequent grace, which we call 
particular or special, because it does not, as by nature, fall to 
the lot of all and every man.’ : 

_ The passages of Scripture which you cite* conduce nothing 
to your purpose. For the former two are adapted to prove that 
believers do not depart from Christ; but you should add,— 


according to Augustine and the author of the book De Vocatione 


Gentiwm,—believers who have been predestinated to life, to 


. whom alone perseverance is allotted. The passages from Au- 


gustine teach that the grace prepared for the elect certainly 
moves their hearts, and is not rejected by them; because God 
persuades in such manner as He knows to be fitting for them, 
and adapted to persuade them. And this he calls “ efficacious 
grace,” which the same author always distinguishes from ‘‘ suf- 
ficient grace.” You, however, in quoting Augustine, reject that 


- # & Jer, xxxii. 40; 1 Cor. i 8, 9; John vi 45,”—PERKINS’S Works, vol. ii. p, 636, 
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distinction very superciliously. But on what grounds ? Because 


“no grace is sulflicient for conversion which is not efficacious.’ 


I deny it; and nature itself protests against your affirmation, 
distinguishing sufficiency from eflicacity. God has power suf- 
ficient for the creation of many worlds, yet does not carry that 
out eficaciously. Christ is sufficient for the salvation of all 
men, yet does not carry that out eficaciously. But perhaps by 
‘an efficacious cause” you understand one which can effect; 
and so, indeed, it is identical with an efficient cause. But those 
who distinguish between a sufficient and an efficacious cause, 
define the latter to be one which actually produces the effect. 
Nor do you prove the point you intend by what you say,—be- 
cause ‘free will is wanting to man in spiritual things.” Be 
it so. But if grace-restores the liberty of the will, can he not 
_ then in a free will act sufficiently, or does he act ‘efficaciously ? 


Neither is it to the purpose that “we are dead, and our © 
whole sufficiency is of God: ” they who hold sufficient grace. 


do not deny that. Nor does that threefold ‘“‘impotence,” dédv- 


vapla, take away sufficient grace. For they who hold that - 
_ opinion say that sufficient grace can take away that threefold 


impotence, and cause man to receive the offered grace, to use 
it when received, and to preserve it. 
You noxt attempt to prove “from the necessity of five-fold 
- graco,—proveniont, proparatory, operative, co-oporative, and 
dhe ith of porsoverance,”-—that thoro is no sulliciont grace, 
because ‘‘no one of those five graces is alone suflicient to sal- 
vation, whilst all of thom joined together are neccssary.” But 
neither is that consequence valid,— There is no sufficiont 
--grace, because no one of the five graces is alone sufficient.” 


From what is said relatively to what is said absolutely the con- _ 


‘sequence is not valid: so from the divided to the undivided 
the conclusion is illogical. Moreover, those very graces, name- 
" ly, prevenient and preparatory, are either sufficient or effica- 
cious. For God “ prevenes’?’ sufficiently and efficaciously ; 
and likewise “ prepares” sufficiently and efficaciously. It may 
be asked whether the,same may not be affirmed respecting 
‘operative and co-operative grace. Let us concede, however, 
that those properly belong to efficacious grace. Nevertheless, 
they who defend sufficient grace will assert that these latter 
have been prepared and set forth for all those who have suf- 
fered themselves to be moved, by sufficiently prevenicnt and 


‘preparing grace, thither where grace intends; and after them — 
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also tho gift of perseverance itself.. Wherefore by that yoason. 


_ you have not refuted suflicient grace, so far as it is distinguished 
' from efficacious. We will not, however, examine the defini- 
~ tions of this five-fold grace, because it docs not belong to the 


scope of this disputation of yours. 

You then endeavour to refute the same distinction by a 
simile. But it is one that is very dissimilar. Fora large — 
mass is moved naturally and necessarily by the application of 


. force exceeding its gravity; but we men are moved according 
to the mode of liberty, with which God has endued the will, 


whence it is called ‘ free will.” And here I might appositely 


introduce a simile which Cardinal Contarini makes use of in 


his treatise on Predestination ; * and which is just opposite to 
that of yours. He represents a twofold gravity in a stone,— 
the one natural, the other adscititious. The force which 
suffices for upraising a stone tending downwards by its native 
gravity alone, will not suffice if there be added thereto that 
adscititious gravity; and the efficiency of the sufficient force 
will be hindered by the adscititious gravity. We see that 


clearly in wrestlers striving with each other. The one : eS 
~ endeavours to raise the other off the ground, andtothrow him 


down when so lifted up.. Hach of them is able to perform that 
to his adversary with even a slight momentum, if the latter 
rosists his lifter only. with the natural weight of his body; but 


bocauso ho is not willing to bo lifted up, ho presses himself 


down, and presses down his adversary, as much as he can, 
making use of the strength of his nerves and bones, which far 
exceeds the gravity of the body itself, So thero is inborn in 
man, from the first sin of the first parent, a gravity which is: 
called, or may be called, native. Another gravity is acquired 
from a man’s own wickedness, which is not so much innate in 
him, as present with him, to hinder the power of grace, which © 


‘ is sufficient to remove that native gravity, from effecting what 


it would avail to do if that hinderance were not put there. 
Nor is the flexibility of our will taken away, or our election, 

by the concurrence of those five gifts; but the effect of the 

concurrence of that fivefold efficacious grace is this,—that the 


will, which of its own nature is flexible to either side, and the 


election, which can freely choose between the two, certainly 


~ and infallibly incline to that to which the motion of fivefold 
_ gracoimpelg. Wherefore also I should wish those words which 


* De libero Arbitrio ct Predestinatione,—W. N. 
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follow to be corrected, and “by a certain and infallible 
affection’ to be substituted for “by an inflexible affection.” 
For, unless we maintain that man’s affection can be moved by 
another, even then when efficacious grace moves, it follows 
that the will of man is moyed not according to the mode of 
liberty, but according to the mode of nature; and so not the 
- free will, but the nature of man will be saved. But free will, at 
least as to its use, will be taken away by grace, since it is the 
part of grace not to take away, but to correct the naturo itself, 
wheresoever it has become faulty. Bede 

Nor is what is said about ‘‘the promised Spirit” contradictory 
of these observations. For ‘‘the Spirit which causes us actually 
to walk,” does not take away the liberty of man’s will and 


choice; but so acts-in the free will as He knows to bo fitting - 


and adapted for moving it certainly and infalhbly. Ishould | 


wish the same to be understood respecting the “‘ drawing of 
the Father.” What follows has no effect towards invalidating 
this doctrine. For by the “laying down of efficacious graco 
acting in those whom God certainly and infallibly wills to 
be converted and saved,” the existence of sufficient graco is 
not taken away,—which is what you conclude. Thereforo 
true believers cannot but persevere. For the certain existence 
of the effect may be deduced thence, but not the necessary: the 


ignoring of which distinction is tho causo why you suppose . 


that sufficiont graco must be deniod. 

‘here now follows a resolving of some passages of Scripture, 
which they who maintain sufficient grace are accustomed to 
“make use of. You seem, indecd,,to have taken them out of 
Bellarmine, who proposes them in the same order. Let us 
look at your refutation. | 

‘First Objection.” The first passage is from Isaiah vy, 
Thence Bellarmine draws a twofold argument for tho estab- 
lishment of sufficient grace. The jirst is one which wo may 
- reduce to the form of a syllogism: “He who has done for his 
vineyard all things which were necessary in order to its bearing 
fruit,—he has employed culture sufficient for producing fruit: 
But God: Therefore.’ The truth of the major is apparent 
from the terms. For the definition is evident from the 
definition itself. For “sufficient culture” is that by which 
all means necessary for fruit have been made use of. Tho 
truth of the minor appears in the text. For “he who hag 
done all things. which he ought to do for fructification,—he has 
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used the necessary means.” Nor could God justly utter those 
words, unless He had employed all necessary means. ‘'There- 


_ fore the conclusion follows. Your answer is by a distinction 
of a twofold’ sufficiency, and of a twofold vineyard: of a 


suflicioncy of external means, and of internal grace; of a good 
and a bad vineyard. But the former part of the reply concedes 
what is proved by that passage. For if those external means 
are such that by them men might be sufficiently invited and 
led to salvation, unless their minds haye been go perverse and 
wicked as you say, then it follows that those means were 
sufficient. Nor is it necessary, in order to sufficiency being 
attributed to those means of grace, for internal grace to be 
added, certainly turning the bad vineyard into a good one. 


_ ‘Nay, it may be asserted that neither was internal grace wanting, 


sufficient for the changing of the heart; or at least that it 
would not have been wanting, unless of their own perversity 
they had refused external means. The distinction of the good 
and the bad vineyard has nothing to do with this matter. For 
this is the very thing of which God complains, that His vine- 
yard was so perverse that it would not respond to the sufficient 
culture which had been employed. 

The second argument is to this effect: “If God did not 
bestow on that vineyard all things necessary for the produc- 
tion of grapos, thon it would be absurd for God to say that Ifo 
had expected it to bring forth grapes: But He says well and . 
rightfully that Ie had expected grapes: ''herefore He bestowed. . 
all things necessary to produce grapes.” The truth of the 
major is certain. For God knows that that vineyard cannot 
bring forth fruit, which is destitute of certain means necessary 


to fructification : and if He knows that, He knows also that it 


is in vain, nay, foolish, to expect grapes from a vineyard which 
cannot bear grapes. The minor is in the text of Scripture. 
Therefore the consequent follows, that sufficient grace was 
not wanting to the vineyard. v4 

It is, however, worth while to consider what is meant by 
that Divine expectation, and how it may be rightly attributed _ 
to God. The expectation wherewith a certain act is expected 


_ by any one, depends on a perfect knowledge of the sufficiency 


which is innate in or present with him on whom the act to be 


~ performed necessarily rests for its performance: otherwise the 


expectation would be irrational. No one expects figs from 
thistles, or roses [grapes?] from thorns. This Divine expec- 
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tation, thereforo,—unless wo are willing to call it irrational, 
which is blasphemous,—rests upon the same knowledge. Nor 
is it any obstacle to that expectation being attributed to God, 
that through the infinity of His knowledgo He is aware that 
no effect will follow from tho sufficiency of that power, Tor 
that knowledge in no way prejudices the sufliciency of causes, 
~ on which the justice and reason of the expectation rest. It is 
true that that knowledge prevents God from being deceived. 
But that expecter is deceived who expects in vain, and to 
whose expectation the event does not answer. Whence it will 
be readily concluded that expectation is attributed to God only 
by the figure of dv@pwmordGea, “the possession of human 
passions and feelings.” Yet, even when this is conceded, it 
will nevertheless foflow from the fact that expectation is attri- 
buted to God, though improperly, that sufficierit power was in 
the possession of him from whom the act was expected. But 
if we consider, in the expectation, not only that knowledge, 
but also the supreme desire wherewith the person to whom 
expectation is attributed demands the production of fruits, in 
that respect oxpectaticn will with the groatost propriety bo 
attributed to God. For nothing does He equally desire from 
men, with nothing is He equally delighted: which also is most 
plainly expressed in that-parable, Let us return to the main 
subject. | 

Yo that second argumont Porkins makes no roply, but puts 
forward another point, which he has thought more casy to be 
rofutod by himsolf. But lot us look into it, with its answor. 
The point urged is this: ‘If He did not bestow the grace for 
bringing forth fruit, which yet cannot be possessed oxcopt by 
His gift, then God has no just cause for expostulation with tho 
Jows.” The answer is by denial of the consequent ; for which 
donial 2 threofold reagon is assigned. ‘The first is, “ Because 
He does not owe grace; for Heis under obligation to no man.” 
Tho second, ‘ Because they cast it away when received in tho 


first parents.” The third, ‘“‘ Because they do not seck for it 


gnow, when cast away, nor caro for it.” Noy, rathor, to any 
ono who weighs the matter well it is but ong reason, but con- 
sisting of those three parts. Jor the cause why God can with 
justice expostulate with those who do not bear fruit is this,— 


that “they had grace sufficiont for that, but rejected it:” for - 


strengthening and supporting which cause it is added, that 
«God is not bound to give grace a second timo;”’ and that, 
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‘evon though He were bound, yot Ho would not havo denicd 
it to those who desired it, but gives it not to those who do not 


desire it; nay, nor care about grace.” That cause for just 


expostulation must be examined, and, indeed, the more dili- 
gently in proportion to its very frequent use. It is inquired, 
therefore, ‘‘ whether God can with justice expostulate that 
good fruits are not brought forth by.those who have cast away 
the grace necessary to produce them, received in their first 
parents, or rather who have lost it, God depriving them of it 
by a righteous judgment.” ; 

For the treatment of that theme it is necessary, first, to 
consider ‘‘ whether God can demand fruits from those who 


have by the just punishment of God lost the grace, necessary ~ : 


to produce those fruits, which was received in the first parents ; 
that is, who are destitute of the necessary grace, though by 
their own deserts.” . Wherefrom will easily follow the solution 
of the question, whether God can with justice expostulate with 
such, if they do not produce fruits. As regards the former, 
then: Every Divine requirement which demands anything 
from the creature, is prescribed by law. But law consists of 
two parts, the command and the sanction. The command, 
by which an act is prescribed or forbidden,—this ought not to 
be beyond the power of him on whom the command is 
imposed. ‘I'he sanction contains a promise of reward to tho 
obodiont, and a donuneiation of punishimont against bho trang. 
gressor. Whence it appears that there is a twofold require- 
mont of tho law,—of obedionco and of punishment. That of 
obedience is first and absolute: that of punishment is the 
lator, and does not take place except when obedionce has not 
been rendered.. Whence also there is a twofold satisfaction of 
the law: one, by which the obedience prescribed by the law is 
rendered ; the other, by which the punishment imposed by tho 
law on disobedience is suffered. He who fulfils the one is 
free from the other requirement of the law. We, therefore, 
who undergoes the punishment enacted by the law is there- 
upon freed from the obligation of rendering obedionce. ‘This 
is true in general of every sort of punishment. But if the 
punishmont imposed upon disobedience comprehends in itself 
the deprivation of that grace without which the law cannot be 


— fulfilled, then truly by a double right does the party punished 


seem entitled to immunity from the obligation to obedience, 
as well because he hag suffered the punishment due, as 
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bocauso ho is deprived of that strength without which the law 
cannot be performed, and so deprived by tho act. of punish- 
ment inflicted by the Legislator, God Himself,—which is 
worthy of special omphasis. Tor hereby that analogy is 
excluded which some advance, saying that the servant is 
bound to render obedience or service to his lord, oven though 


- he has cut off his own hands, without which ho cannot per- 


form that service. This analogy also is dissimilar, Tor tho 
fault aud sin of the sorvant consists in his having proviously 
cut off his own hands: but in this case it is God Himself the 
Legislator who takes away the power, because he who had 
received it has not made use of it; according to the words, 
“> him that hath shall bo given,” &c, Bosidos, that ser- 
yant has deserved punishment by that misdeod ; which if ho 
undergo, his lord cannot thereafter require from him seryico 
that cannot be performed without hands. It seems, then, 
fair to conclude that God cannot require fruits from those 
from whom He, though by their own desert, has taken tho 
power necessary to bring forth fruits. Let us keep to tho 
gimile of the tree. ‘The tree which bears not fruit merits 
cutting down: but where it has undergone that punishment, 
no one can by any right demand fruit from it. 

Hence, therefore, follows the second proposition,—that 
“God cannot by right expostulate with thoso who do not pro- 
duce fruit, if they are deprived of the grace necessary thereto 
by the very punishment from God.” Nor is it to the purpose 
that God is not bound to restore grace to them. For, as 


He is not bound to restore grace, so can THe not require, 


the act of obedience: and if He wills to require the act, Ho is 
bound to restore the grace without which the act cannot bo 
performed. So neither is it to the point that they do not 
seek for the grace they havelost. For by that very thing thoy 
deserve not to receive grace, as well because they havo lost it 
by their own fault, as because they do not seek for it when 
lost : but on that very account God does not acquire the right 
of demanding the act that is not performable without that 
grace, These remarks are made with referénce to the answer 
opposed to the point supposed to be urged. 

The “Second Objection” is from the passage nm Matt, 
xxiii.: “How often would I have gathered thy children toge- 
ther, but thou wouldest not!” [Verse 37.] From which 
place Bellarmine thus argues to prove that there is # certain 
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sufficient graco: “If Christ did not help the Jows that they 

might be able to will, whom He knew to be not willing of 

themselves, then He could not justly complain of them as un- 

willing: But To did justly complain of thom as unwilling: 

Therefore He helped them that they might be willing. ‘lhat 

argument rests upon this hypothesis, that no one can right-: 
fully complain of. any man that he has not performed a 

certain act, for the performance of which he had not sufficient 

powor.” ' 

Your answer to that objection is twofold. . The First, which 
is by distinction of ‘ the will of good-pleasure,” and that *‘ of 
the sign,” [or the revealed will,] has nothing at all todo with 
the objection. For neither does Bellarmine assert that 
Christ wished to gather them together by the will of good- 
pleasure, but openly denies it, and affirms that that may be 
proved from that place. For the gathering together which is 
made by the will of good-pleasure is not only sufficient, but also 
efficacious. Let that gathering, then, be by the. will which is 
called that ‘of the sign’;” still what Bellarmine concludes 
follows therefrom. For in no mode of willing does He will 
to gather together, unless He helps, or is prepared to help, in 
order that they also may be able to will, whom He wishes to 
gather together: and so, that is false which is alleged,—that 
“Cod can will with the will of the sign to collect the Jows, 
although He may not help them also to be able to will.” For the 
necessary consequent or effect of His will is help sufficient for 
the Jews themselves also to be able to will. But these things 
are contradictory, although indirectly,—*‘ He wills to gather ;”” 
and, ‘‘ He wills not to bestow help sufficient whereby the Jews 
may be able to will to be gathered, who cannot be gathered 
unless they are willing.” You add to this answer what was 
also replied to the first objection; wherefore it 1s not necessary 
for it to be here repeated. 

The Second answer is, that ‘‘ Christ is here speaking not as. 
God, but as a Minister of the circumcision.” “Be it so: He 
was wishful, therefore, to gather them together as a Minister , 
of the circumcision, and, indeed, such a Minister as had the 
power. of baptizing with the Holy Spirit. By that volition 
of His, therefore, He declares that He has either given them — 


grace sufficient, or was. prepared to give it, without which 


they could not be gathered together. But in that passage in 
Isaiah y. God Himself speaks, who is able effectually to soften 
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= 


and turn the hearts, and says, “ What moro could I do for My 
vineyard ?”” Any one will reply according to tho sense of that 


answor of yours: “ ‘Thou mightost hayo softened thoir hearts » 


- and converted them; and this it became Theo to do. For 
Thou art God, and didst there speak as God.” That distine- 
tion therefore is absurd, and not a fit one for solving the 
- objection. We see, truly, on what weak foundations that 
opinion rests, which cannot provide other answers to solve 
these objections. 
The ‘‘Third Objection’ is from Acts vii.: ‘Ye havo 
alwaysresisted the Holy Ghost.” [Verse 51.] From which place 
Bellarmine produces a twofold argument. T'irstly: “They 
into whom good desires are not inspired cannot be said to 
resist the Holy Ghost: But the Jews are said to have resisted 

Him: Therefore good desires had been inspired into them, by 

which they might have been converted.” Secondly: ‘‘ They 
who cannot but resist cannot justly be reproached that they 
have resisted: But the Jews are justly reproached by Stephen : 
Therefore they were able not to have resisted.” And by con- 
sequence it is deduced from both conclusions, “They had 
grace sufficient for not resisting, nay, for assenting to the 
Holy Ghost.” The latter proof is the firmest. Though some: 
what may bo said against tho former, yot by a slight addition 
strongth may be given to it also against all contradictions 
whalsoovor. 


But lect us look at your answer: it is altogether insufliciont, 


and, in part, quilo ridiculous. lor Bollurmino wllows oe 
this is not said “‘ with reference to the efficacious operation of 
- the Spirit.” For he openly distinguishes between siggy 
and ‘‘efficacious” grace or operation. Nay, he does me 
yery thing in the places adduced, in order to show that i 
partition of special grace into sufficient and efficacious eon 
be conceded. ‘ But it is spoken with regard to the ete i 
ministry of the Prophets.” Truly; yet the ministry by w : 
the Holy Spirit wills to operate ; otherwise he who oppos 


himself to it cannot be resisting the Holy Ghost. ‘Those aro ~ 


subordinate points, and thus far conjoined, that the Saris 
‘willing to work, at least sufficiently, by that sage y- ine 
interpretation of Lombardus is really worthy of om eet ; 
the parent of Scholastic Theology, and unwort hee Aik: 
- brought forth by you, O Perkins, such Gospel lig } hays l 
severe reprehension—I do not add, “ and refutation , 
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- because the wrongness of the interpretation is apparent at the 
first glance to all who look at it. ; 

Fourth Objection. The fourth passage, which you have 
constituted the Third Objection, is from the third chapter of 
theApocalypse: ‘I stand at the door, and knock.” [Rey. iii. 20.] 
Hence Bellarmine: “He who knocks at a door, certainly 
knowing that there is no one within who can open, knocks in 
vain, nay, is foolish: But be it far from us to imagine this of © 
God: Therefore, when God knocks, it is certain that man can 
open, and by consequence have grace sufficient.” Your answer, 
O Perkins, does not combat Bellarmine: for neither does ho | 
wish to conclude therefrom the universality of grace, but that 
there is ‘‘a certain sufficient grace,” which you do not con- 
tradict. But whether that sufficient grace be universal, that 
is, common to all men universally and to each man, is 
discussed in another place by Bellarmine; whose defence, 


' I, forsooth, have not undertaken, nor should I wish to do so; 


but it is necessary for us to love the truth, by whomsoever it 
may be spoken. ~ en 

Lhe tenth error with you is, that ‘ that hypothesis” which 
you oppose “‘is at disagreement with itself.” Truly, a valid 
kind of confutation.. But how do you demonstrate that that 
doctrine labours under contrarioty ? In tho first placo, you 
unjustly impute to it that it maintains that “Cod has ordained 
to vonfor on wll mon all the helps of nature and grace.” low 
can it, when it allows that ‘ there is a ecrtain oflieacious grace 
Which God doos not impart unto ally” Nay, you are not 
consistent with yourself in the explanation thereof. For you 
say that this error asserts that “God confers all helps on all;” 
and afterward you say that it asserts that “God does not 
grant to all actually to persevere, but only to be able to 
persevere, or will to persevere.” But amongst “all helps” 
is not the gift itself of actual perseverance included? How 
can the one and the other be affirmed without contradiction ? 
Correct the error; and when it is corrected, you will perceive 
that you ought to have said concerning that efficacious grace, 


“Without which no one actually obtains salvation.” But 


truly God is not wanting to those on whom He bestows grace 
whereby they-may be saved, although He bestow not the grace 


_ whereby they are actually saved. Those words, “to attain 
‘salvation by perseverance,” should have been put thus, “to 


persevere and attaii salvation.” Through mistake you con- 
= VOL, 1,02 a 
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found the act with tho ability, the efficacity with the suffi- 
cioncy. : : 

In the eleventh place you impute to that doctrine that ‘it 
furbishes up heresies long ago condemned ;” namely, that of 
tho Pelagians; which accusation, howeyor, you uftorwards 
seem to soften down, because the Pelagians attributed the 
faculty of well-doing either to nature wholly, or only in part 
to grace; but this doctrine attributes it entirely to grace. 
You, however, lay to its charge that “‘it makes grace universal, 
and so involves itself the more.” But somewhat has already 
been said about that. But of what value ‘is your refutation ? 


For, what if any one alleges that all men universally have the 


power to believe and obtain salvation if they will, and that 
this very power has been Divinely conferred upon the nature 
-of men? By what argument of yours will-you confute the 
assertion? For it does not follow thence that ‘nature and 
grace are of equally wide extent;” for the ability to believe 
belongs to nature; believing, to grace. Such also is the 


relative position of being able to will, and willing. © God 
worketh in you,” &c. ‘‘To you it is given to believe.” In- 


that, however, you seem tc do injury to the truth, when you 
say that it is Pelagian doctrine, that “man can, by being un- 


willing, resist grace.” There is no page of Scripture which | 


dooy not teach this. Is mun, thon, w log which by moro and 
puro natural nocossity assonts to grace? If that is false, 
then man consents frecly, and therefore was able not to con- 
sent, that is, to resist. Otherwise, to what purpose were 
throats and promises? That man can “ by willing follow 
Divine grace,” if explained of remote ability, and that which 
is purely passive, and which, under another name, may be 


called a capacity for receiving active and proximate ability, » 


by which any one can will to assent to grace,—is not Pelagian. 
I wish that those who now-a-day treat of the dogma of pre- 
destination would prove that their doctrine does not infer 
«fatal necessity.” The ‘ Catholics” formerly did so. That 


‘the like crime” is imputed to you and to them, “ does not 
indicate a like cause.” It may be that you have departed — 


from them, and so defend the. doctrine which is liable to this 
objection. +f 
The last ervor.—In the last place, you object that ‘‘ this 
hypothesis is in agreement with the Popish doctrine cononrn: 
ca predestination.” Allow it to be 80; 18 it therefore false ? 


EXAMINATION OF PERKINS'’S PAMPILLUT, © 488 


You propound that doctrine, indeed; you do not, however, 


refute it, but you suppose it to be so absurd that it is sufliciont 


to have propounded it, and that the exposition serves instead 
of refutation. But what if any one undertake to defend that 
tenct? how would you rofuto it? Lot us try. “God from 
eternity foresaw the natures and sins of men: this foresight 
precedes the decree by which He has ordained to give Christ 
to the world as a Saviour. The foresight of the sins, I mean, 
of most men: for He did not foresee the sin of the crucifixion of 
Christ, except after that decree was made.” You, therefore, 
have negligently set forth that doctrine, in not discriminating 
these things. Then, God decreed “to give, on account of 


Christ, grace sufficient whereby men might be sayed,”—to 


all? This the Papists do not affirm. Besides, He “ predesti- 


nated to life those who, He foresaw, would end their lives in - 


the grace which had been prepared for them by God’s predes- 
tination.” ‘This, truly, is no departure from St. Augustine. 
Your ‘‘theorem” is: ‘‘ That God hath not revealed Christ — 
to all men and to every man.” . 
‘This theorem is of no great service to you for building up 
the particularity of predestination and grace; because those 
against whom you are disputing, even supposing the truth of 
that, meet you with a twofold reason. 


The Jirst is, that the eause why God dood not reveal Christ 


to all and to ovory man is this: bocause their paronts rojoctod 
the word of the Gospel; on which account He has allowed 
both the parents and their posterity to walk in their own ways, 
and that for just so long a time as the justice of God and their 
own sins seem to require. 
The Second is, that meantime, while they are destitute of. 
the knowledge of Christ, yet God has not left Himself without 
witness, but even during that period has revealed to them some 
truth concerning His power and goodness; and has preserved 
the law engraven on their minds; which benefits if they had 
rightly used, at least according to their conscience, He would 


'. have granted them greater grace; according to that, “To him 
' that hath shall be given.” But by the abuse or not making 


use of those benefits they have rendered themselves unworthy 
of that mercy of God, and therefore inexcusable, and condem- 
nable without law by their own thoughts accusing them. (Acts 
Xiy., xvii.; Rom. i., ii.) But it cannot be proved from the 


. Scriptures that God, previously to that rejection, hid the pro- 
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mise of the Messiah from any man. Nay, the contrary can 
be demonstratod from what is related in Scripture about Adam 
and his descendants, and Noah and his children. By dogroos, 
however, there comes a defection; and then God is not bound 


every moment to send a new revelation to men who do not | 


make a right use even of that revelation which they already 
possess. 

And henco it is plain what must be the decision respecting 
those “ consectaries.” 

As to the First: Tho cause of ‘‘tho promise of the blessed 
Seed not being revealed to all men” is the fault as well of the 
parents rejecting it, as of those who have held in unrighteous- 
ness the truth which they possessed. 

“< To the Second, the answer is the same. 


‘Ag to the Third: ‘All men are called with some calling,” © 


namely, by that witness of God by which they may be brought 
to find God by feeling after Him, and by that truth which 
they “hold,” or detain, ‘in unrighteousness, ” that is, whose 
effect they hinder in themselves ; ‘and by that writing of the 
law upon their minds, according to which they have their own 
thoughts accusing them. But this calling, though it is not a 
saving one, as from which salvation cannot be immediately 
obtained, may yet be said to be antecedent to tho saving grace 
by which Christ is offored, and, if rightly used, will acquire 
that grace from God's morey. 

To the Fourth the reply is, that no one has said that the 
“yulo of predestination is tho foreknowledge of faith or unbe- 
licf ;” and therefore it is in vain to fight against that notion. 
But it is most certain that some men are damned by the law 
alone, and therefore on account of their own impenitence, 


though not on account of rejecting Christ. 


~~ APPENDIX 10 THE PRECEDING BOOK: 


CONTAINING A BMALL TREATISE OF OOUNATE MATTER; TO WIT, 4 BILE 


“ANALYSIS OF THE NINTH CHAPTER 


Bg 


= on PAULS —_ 
EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS, 
ADDRESSED MANY YEARS BErorE TO GELLIUS SNECANUS, 


WHEN Wis “INTRODUCTION” TO THIS SAME OMAPTER FIRST SAW TOR LIGHT: ABOUT 
WHICH TIME ARMINIUS HAD RECENTLY BEEN DISCOURSING ON THIS VERY OHAPTER 
BEFORE WIS CONGREGATION AT AMSTERDAM,* 


TO THAT EMINENT MAN OF GOD, GELLIUS SNECANUS, A FELLOW MINISTER 
MOST BELOVED IN CHRIST, HEALTH AND WELFARE THROUGH CHRIST,— 


‘I$ THE PRAYER OF 
; JAMES ARMINIUS, 


I cannot easily express, most excellent man, what intense 
joy I felt on reading and seriously considering your Com- 
mentary on the Ninth Chapter of the Epistle to the Romans. 
For, when I saw that you had remarked, in the Apostle’s scope 
and treatment of tho principal arguments, just what, not so 
very long before, I had set forth publicly to the people com- 
millod to my cnro, in oxplaining tho samo chaptor, I was 
ercatly strengthened in that view; as well because I allow 
very great weight to your judgment, as becauso I knew that 
to bo corroct from the roasons which you had subjoinod. I 
cannot, therefore, but in sheer gratitude transcribe in turn and 
briefly the steps which I took in the exposition of that chap- 
ter, and the causes which impelled me to enter on that par- 
ticular path: and this not merely to show our mutual agree- 
ment, but also to strengthen it as far as I can. I freely 
confess that that part [of Scripture] always seemed to me 
enveloped in the densest shade, and most difficult of explana- 
tion, until the light shed upon it in this way dispersed the 
darkness, and gave my understanding a clear view of the 
place lit up by its brilliance. But I now come to the matter 
itself. vs . ee 

To begin with the scope: that is the same as of the whole 


* Some information about Snecanus, and the origin of this Analysis, will be 
found on pp. 127-128 of yol.ii—W. N, eae 
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Epistle: That the Gospol, not tho law, is the power of God to 
salvation, not to him that worketh, but to him that believeth ; 
because in the (spel is made manifest the righteousness of 
God, by which salvation is obtained through faith exercised 
on Christ. This chapter, howovor, doos its part in confirma- 
tion of that proposition, andin a peculiar way. ‘For it defends 
~ that against the objections of the Jows, who were endea- 
vouring with all their might to overthrow it, as hurtful and 
damaging to themselves: and it so defends it against their 
attacks as to establish it more and more, and to add, by the 
refutation of objections, strength and firmness to the founda- 
tions already laid, from the Divine word and purpose itself, 
which the Jews forcibly wrested irrtheir own favour to demolish 
the Pauline dogma. That this is the scope is proved: by the 


connexion itself; the method of which must be sought, partly _ 
from this antecedent proposition, that ‘“‘ most of the Jews — 


were rejected,” which was included in this proposition of 
the proem, “I could wish to be anathema from Christ for my 
brethren,” &c.; partly from the denial of the consequent, 


* © But it follows not thence that the word of God has failed.” — 


Which two propositions, when joined in one utterance, may bo 
advanced distinctly in this manner: ‘‘ Although most of the 
_ Jews have been rejected, yet the word of God has not failed 
on that account.” Whence it appears as clear as day that the 
affirmation opposed to that denial was objected to Paul by the 
Jews, in order that they might convict of falseness that dogma 
of his, from which so absurd a consequence would follow, by 
the interposition of that antecedent, (which followed imme- 
diately from that dogma of Paul’s,) and so might refute it as 
absurd, in this way: ‘If most of the Jews have been rejected, 
then the word of God has failed: But it cannot be that the 
- word of God should fail: Therefore most of the Jews have not 
been rejected.” 

But how does this tell against the Apostle ? He had, pro- 
pounded a dogma which necessarily inferred the rejection of a 
great part of the Jews; namely, about justice and salvation 


being obtainable by faith in Christ, not from the works of the 


“law. From this it was an‘easy conclusion for the Jews: “If 
righteousness and salvation consist in faith in Christ whom 
- Paul preaches, then if follows that a great part of the Jews 
have been rejected from the covenant.” The reason of tho 
consequence: ‘Because most of the Jews do not believe in 


us pints Seite Sat 
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“Christ.” “But it is false that most of the Jews have been 
rojected by God; for so the word of God would have failod: 
Therefore the Apostle Paul’s dogma, from which that conse- 
quent. is drawn, is absurd.” The Apostle thought that he 
must refute this objection, which threatened downfall and 
destruction to his dogma; by showing that that undoubted 
principle, which the Jews laid down as a fulcrum for their 
objection, not only did not prejudice his case, but even sup- 
ported it excellently. rete 5 

However, the state of the question controverted between ee 
the Apostle and the Jews must be properly laid down: for that 
will give great value to the wholo discussion. It is not, 
“Whether most of the Jews were rejected;” nor, ‘‘ Whether 


the word of God can fail.” For the Apostle allows that it is 


wicked even to think the latter; and the former he will after- 
wards prove by clear Scripture testimonies. But out of both 
the question is shaped, ‘‘ Whether the word of God will have 


- failed, if most of the Jews have been rejected.” Neither is 


this enough: for the solving of that question does not settle — 
the whole controversy, nor does it exhaust all difficulties. 
For, grant that the Apostle gains that by force of arguments, 
—that it may be that some, nay, most of the Jews have been ~ 
rejected, and nevertheless the word of God remains firm,—will 
not this question still remain, “ Whether the word of God does 
not fail, if those Jews are rejected who with the highest zeal 
strive after righteousness from the law ?” Certainly: for it 
will be easy for the Jews to take exception to the solution of — 
that question : “Even though the word of God may remain 
firm with regard to the many Jews who have been rejected, 
yet we cannot be comprehended in that number without the 
word of God being made of none effect.” Therefore the addi- 
tion of that qualification will complete the whole statement of 
the question, in this manner :— | 
«Whether the word of God is not made of none effect, if 
those of the Jews who seek righteousness, not from faith, but 
from the law, are rejected by God.” . 4 
For this question is adapted to the scope: its solution 
finishes the disputation, and exhausts all the difficulties : this 
is what the Apostle is treating; as 1s plain from the argument 
which he adduces for its solution.’ For neither must we dis- 
join from the question that which gave rise to the question, 
and for the sake of refuting which that principle of the con- 
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stancy of tho word of God was brought forward by the Jows ; 
and which the Apostle endeavoured to, uphold, as much as 
possiblo, against the Jows. Lot special attention, thon, be 
paid to this point in the question: “ Whether the word of the 
_ covenant entered into with the Jews is not become void, if the 
Apostle’s dogma of obtaining righteousness and salvation from 


» faith alone in Christ, not from the law or the works of the law, © 


is to find acceptance, and to be held as the foundation of sal- 
vation.” But how much difference there is between these two 
ways of stating that question, and of what weight that diffor- 
ence is, you can easily perceive. . For that question, pro- 
pounded in this manner, ‘‘ Whether the word of God is not 
made of nono effect, if most of the Jews are rejected,” may be 
met by this answers ‘‘ That God, indeed, by the word of pro- 
mise invites all the Jews, and calls them to participation in 
the covenant; but yet by His eternal decree and purpose He 
has determined to make only some from among the Jews 
actually partakers thereof, the rest being passed by and left 
in their former state: ” which also some assert to be the sum 
of the apostolical answer to the question proposed. But the 
question, if propounded in this last manner, ‘‘ Whether the 
word of God is not made void, if those of the Jows who seck 
 rightcousness, not from faith, but from the law, are rejected 
by God,” cannot be solved except by this answer: “ 'lhat 
(od, hy that vory word of TTit and oxprossion of promixo, 
signified that He would reckon as His sons those only of the 
Jows who should strivo to obtain rightoousnoss and salvation 
from faith; but that He would hold as strangers those who 
should seek after the same from the law.’’ . , 
There is, however, a great deal of difference between those 
two answers. For by the former the decree of predestination 
is defined according to the sense of Beza and others: by the 
latter, according to your meaning. Yet far be it from me on 
that account to propose such a question, in order to confirm 
any opinion of yours or mine on the decree of predestination 
with that answer, which appears to me the only one adapted ’ 
for solving such a question. However, the passage itself, 
when looked into, will demonstrate that to be the state of the 
question, which I have so pronounced; if, indeed, a right 
judgment respecting its-state can be obtained from the argu- 
ments adduced in treating the question, and from the conclu-: 
sion: which no one will deny who has entered upon even 


wees 
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‘the condition of childhood.” Let us, then, consider those 
things in the Apostle’s answer. ; 

In the first place the Apostle denios that the conscquenco, ~ 
that is, that of the consequent, ‘The word of God fails,” 
follows in any way from that antecedent which the- Jews laid 
down: in these words: ‘‘ Not as though the word of God hath 
taken none effect;” or, ‘‘It cannot be, however, that the 
word of God hath taken none effect.” He then subjoins the 
reason of the denial, and the proof implied in the reason 
given in an allegorical form from the Scripture, both as 


’ dictated by God, and as explained by the Apostle. Thereason . 


is from the distinction of the Jews; and the twofold kind of 


thom, with regard to this expression and the Divine purpose ; 


or from the twofold seed of Abraham, of which only one is 
included in that expression and purpose. ‘‘ For,” says he, 


“they are not all Israel, which are of Israel: neither, because 


they are the seed of Abraham, are they all children: ” (verses 6; 
7:) but there are among them some “ children of the flesh,” and 
others ‘‘ children of the promise ;” from which the conclusion 
is: ‘Ifthe word of God does not comprehend all the Israelites 
together, it does not fail, even though some of their number 
be rejected; and much less, if those are rejected who, it is 
evident, were never comprehended in the word itself,” “Which 
should by all means have been added, or the question could 
in no wiso have boon answorod satinfnotorily ; nay, wad was 
added by the Apostle, as is apparent. Jor he not only says 
that not all woro comprehended undor that oxprossion, but also 
describes who they arewho are accounted by God as children, and 
those who are not reckoned under thatname. For those who are 
strangers to the covenant are by the Apostle called “ children 
of the flesh,” and those who are partakers in the covenant are 
called ‘‘ children of the promise.” Whence such a conclusion 
as this may be drawn in refutation of the Jewish objection: 
‘Tf the word of God comprehends only the children of the 
promise, the children of the flesh being excluded; then it 


‘follows that the word of God does not fail, even though the 


children of the flesh be rejected; nay, that it would fail if they 
were admitted, who are excluded by the very description of 
the condition of the covenant: But the word of God compre- 
hends only the children of the promise, to the exclusion of the 
children of the flesh: Therefore the word ‘does not fail, even 
though the children of the flesh are rejected, &c.” And, by 
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consequent, ‘‘the word of God has not failed if most of the 
Jews have been rejected, provided those very persons are com- 
prehended in the number of the children of the flesh ;” which 
it is clear is so from the description of the children of the flesh. 

For, with the Apostle in-this place “‘the children of the 
flesh” are those who “seek righteousness and salvation by 
the works of the law.” And concerning this class the con- 
sequent is in force, deduced from the doctrine of righteousness 
and salvation to be obtained by faith in Christ. For it does 
not follow therefrom, that ‘‘some Jews have been rejected,” 


except with this remark, as being those who do not believe in » 


Christ, but ‘seek -after righteousness” from the law. But 
‘the children of the promise” are those who seek righteous- 
‘ness and salvation by faith in Christ.. Which description of 
the children of the flesh and of the promise is so plain from 
the Scriptures as to need no further proof. But the grounds 


of the proofs may be sought from chap. iv. 9, 10, of this | 


Epistle, also from chapters iii. and iv. of the Epistle to the 
Galatians, as you have noted, and as I set forth to the people 
when I was treating of these things. 


From this treatment of the question, then, it is evident that 
- it should have been propounded in that second mode, with the 


quality of tho rejected. But now tho proof of that ronson 
must be considered, which, indeed, is the assumption, or 
minor, of the refutatory syllogism. For the consequence of 
the proposition is of itself clear and manifest. The Apostlo 
therefore proves that the word of promise and of covenant 
embraces only the children of the promise, to the exclusion of 
the children of the flesh; and that by a twofold type,—the 
one taken from the house of Abraham, the other from the 
family of Isaac. But two things must be presupposed to each 
of these proofs,—both resting on the apostolical authority, 
which to us ought to be sacred. The one, that Ishmael and 
Isaac, Esau and Jacob, are to be considered notin themselves, 
- put as types, in those passages which he cites. The other, 


that they are to be considered as types of “the children of tho , 


- flesh” and “of the promise.” For the Apostle proves neither, 
~ but assumes both; and not without reason. Tor it is as 
certain as can be from the very passages examined that they 
“are, as the Apostle says in Gal. iv. 24, ad dyyopovpeva, 
« allegorized;” and that the primary sense which God wished 
to signify in those places is not literal, but allegorical. 
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These presuppositions being laid down, the force of the 


_ Apostle’s argument lies in the fitness of the types and antitypes, 
which is as great as the immutability and the constancy of © © 


Him who willed those to be the types of those antitypes. But 
it must be observed that that fitness does not exist merely 
in the third one taken by itself alone, but in the oyfjow and 


_ mutual bearing of the one towards the other, the proper 
difference of the type and the antitype being always preserved. 


Which .intimation I give, lest any one should suppose it to be 
necessary that he who represents the children of the flesh 
should himself be a child of the flesh in the mode of the same 
definition. Now for the particulars. . 

The proof from the fu'st type rests upon these two passages 
of Scripture: ‘‘ In Isaac shall thy seed be called;” and, ** At 
this time will I come, and Sarah shall have a son.” (Verses 7,9.) - 
From which the fittingness presupposed is thus concluded: 
‘‘Tgaac is reckoned in the seed: Isaac is the type of all the 
children of the promise: Therefore all the children ef the — 


romise are reckoned in the seed.’”’ The proposition, or  . 
p : 


major, is comprehended in these words: ‘‘In Isaac shall thy © 
seed be called:” the assumption, or minor, partly in those 
words: ‘‘For this is the word of promise, At this time will 
I como, and Sarah shall have a son;” partly in tho fitness of 
which we have spoken. But it is not concluded morely that 
wl tho childron of the promiso are reckoned in tho seed, but 
also that they only are so reckoned. For those things which 
are said respecting Isaac tend to the exclusion of Ishmael; 
which the Apostle signifies by the adversative article ‘‘ but,” © 
joined to the member opposed to the former negations: “But, ° 
In Isaac shall thy seed be called.” Whence it is thus con- 
cluded: ‘‘Ishmael is not reckoned in the seed: Ishmaelisthe _ 
type of all the children of the flesh: Therefore none of the 
children of the flesh are reckoned in the seed.” ~ 

I know, indeed, that in that figure no conclusion is drawn 
except with regard to a particular instance; but the solidity 
of the conclusion depends on the mutual fitness between the 
type and that which is foreshadowed in the type by the 
immutable will of God. And we know that a conclusion is 
often drawn by necessity of the matter, which cannot be made 
by syllogistical form. Here many things have been said by . 
us concerning the congruous nature of that mutual affection 
or relation between Ishmael and the children of the flesh, 
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Isaac and tho children of the promise: in what way that which 


the Apostle affirms to have been prefigured by that type was ~ 
fittingly signifiod by tho nativity of cach. But I do not think 


there is any need here to repeat those things, because they 


- serve only for explaining the doctrine, not for confirming it; 


and it has been sufficiently proved to us by apostolical 


authority; namely, that ‘‘the children of the flesh” aro 
signified by Ishmael, but “tho children of the promise” by — 


Isaac. 

Now follows the second type, taken from the family of Isaac ; 
in which the Apostle affirms the same to be declared as in the 
other, when he says: ‘‘ And not only these, but Rebecca also,” 
&e. (Verses 10-13.) Therefore the passage adduced to the 
same end is to-be explained in accordance with the same 
scope. But here three things must be considered in order. 
First, Certain circumstances peculiar to this type, which add 
much weight to the Apostle’s proof; and by which the Apostle 
obviates beforehand whatever he foresaw might be advanced 
by the Jews in opposition to the former type, as being hurtful 


' to their cause. Secondly, The word of the Lord which was 


to Rebecca, which is included as a typical co-proof, illustrated 


by another passage of a later Prophet. Thirdly, The expla-» 


nition which Paul, OcodSaxros, taught of God,” adducos 
from the end and seope of tho Divino oracle. ihe 

Aw to the IMirest: Who dows could objocl uguinsl tho formor 
type, that it was not wonderful if, Ishmael having been 
rojoctod, Isun¢ should bo adopted by God as a son; as woll 


- because Ishmael was born of a bondmaid, Isaac of a free 


woman, as because, before God announced that ‘word of 
promise” to Sarah, Ishmael was already born, and possibly 
had perpetrated those acts which would make him unworthy 
of that honour and felicity. These are the points which the 
Apostle meets; and to the first he replies that the matter 
was different in the case of Esau and Jacob, both of whom 
were born of the same father and the same mother, nay, and 
at one and the same birth. To the latter he answers, that 


that was said to Rebecca when sho was still carrying tho _ 


twins in her womb, and therefore whilst ‘the children were 


not yet born,” and when they could not have “ done any good — 
or evil,” whereby the one could deserve to be rejected, the 


other to be adopted. So, that is, by these circumstances, the, 
Jews are deprived of whatever exception they might on their 


_ elder shall serve the younger; 


Apostle. 
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own behalf have takon against the former type,—that they, 
namely, could not possibly be reckoned in-the number of the 
rejected, since they were born of the free woman, and sought 
thoir salvation by the law. 

Secondly: Now the oracle itself, uttered to Rebecca, (verses 
12, 18,) must be considered; which is briefly this: ‘The 
” and is explained by the 
passage in Malachi: ‘‘ Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I 
hated ;” and that so as for it to appear that the servitude of the 
elder was conjoined with God’s hatred, but the dominion of 
the younger with His love. But here we must repeat what 
has been before laid down generally,—that Esau and Jacob 
are considered, not in themselves, but as types; therefore the 
things which are attributed to them must be accommodated 
to the antitypes, or rather to the things signified. Wherefore 


‘the antitypes also must be considered, before a conclusion 


similar to the former can be elicited from these, in refutation — 
of the opinion of the Jews, and in confirmation of that of the — 

But, Thirdly, what those [antitypes] are must be collected 
from the end and scope, which the Apostle has added for the 
sake of explanation, in these words: ‘‘ That the purpose of 
God according to election might stand, not of works, but of 
Him that calleth.” hat is, by thoso words, ‘I'he elder shall 
goryo the youngor,” Kpolton to Rebooow whon the ehildren 
were not as yet born, and therefore had done neither good nor 
ovil, God ‘meant to signify nothing else than that IIe liad 
from oternity determined with Himself His purpose respecting 
the communication of righteousness and salvation; not that 
it should embrace all the posterity of Adam universally, but 
that it should be ‘‘ according to election,” by which He would 
discern between these and those, considered not simply in 
their own nature, sound or corrupt, but in respect of the con- 
dition by which righteousness and salvation were to be applied : 
as the Apostle shows in the words which follow: ‘“ That that 
purpose according to election might stand, not of works, but 
of Him that calleth.” In which words the same description 
of the antitypes is contained, which before was set forth by 
“the children of the flesh” and “of the promise:” and here, 


- indeed, more clearly. For the children of the flesh and of the 


promise are each in this place defined by the Apostle accord- - 
ing to their own speciality,—that the former are ‘‘ of works,” 
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but the latter of the faith:by which obedience is rendered to 
the call of God. The Apostle therefore says, that ‘‘the purpose 
of God” which is “according to election” is respecting the 
salvation of those who should have faith in God calling them, 


and should believe in Christ; not respecting those who 


should seck salvation ‘by the works of the law.” 

Now from these arguments against the Jews’ objection a 
conclusion may be drawn in favour of the Apostle’s doctrine 
of justification, in this way: “If the word and purpose of 
God be according to election, by which, the elder being 
repudiated, the younger is taken, then it follows that, even 
though some of the Jews have been rejected, yet that word 


and purpose is not of no effect: nay rather, if that purpose’ 


which is according to lection were now said to embrace all 
without election, it-would become of no effect :- But this word 
and purpose is according to election: Therefore, although 


some of the Jews have been repudiated, yet that word and 


purpose does not therefore fail, nay rather, is thereby estab- 


lished, because its nature is to exclude some, as being accord: » 
~ ing toelection, whereby one is rejected and another is taken.” 


But indefinite proof of this kind does not suffice for this 
_ business: for it remains still further to be proved that those 

' very persons are excluded by this ‘‘ purpose according to elec- 
tion,” whom they rightly concluded, from the Apostle’s doc- 
trine concorning justification by faith, to bo excluded and 
rejected ; namely, those who were desirous of attaining right- 
eousness and salvation, not by faith in Christ, but by the works 
of tholaw. Tho Apostle therofore makes this addition ; whenco 
is drawn this conclusion, to the exhaustion of the whole objec- 
tion :—“‘ If the purpose according to election depends on Him 
that calleth, not on works, then it follows that those who are 
of the works of the law, and seek after rigliteousness and 
salvation by the law, are not included in that purpose; but 


only those who by faith obey God calling and promising: 


But the purpose according to election depends on Him that 
calleth, not on works: Therefore those who are of the works 
of the law are not included in that purpose, but only those 
_who are of faith of Jesus Christ.” 

The proposition is of itself plain from the phrase, if rightly 


understood, which signifies that the firmness of ‘‘ the purpose © 


which is according to election ” dependson “‘ Him that calleth,”’ 
not on works. Therefore this purpose cannot be firm and sure 
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to those who are of the works of the law, but to those who are 


of faith. From this meaning I fancy that I get an inkling of © 


the cause why God has put the condition of the covenant of 


_ grace, not in the perfect obedience of the law, as before, but 


in faith in Christ. The assumption rests upon the expression, 
“The elder shall serve the younger,” and on the accordanco _ 
of the type and antitype; which is this, that what is pre- 


_ signified by the type agrees with the antitype. But by the | 


type of Esau and Jacob is presignified, first, that the purpose 
of God is according to election; then, that that purpose 
depends on Him: that calleth, not on works. The former, 
indeed, because the one is beloved, the other hated,—the one 
preferred to and set over the other; which is a sign of the 
purpose according to election: the latter, because the elder, 
Esau, is hated and made subject, but the younger, Jacob, is 
beloved and set over; which is a sign that that purpose does 
not depend on works, but on Him that calleth: that is, that 
God loves those who seek righteousness and salvation by 


faith in Christ ; but hates those who seek for the same from — - 


the works of the law. Whence it follows that they are not 


included in that purpose who are “ of the works of the law,” — i 
but only those who are “of faith of Jesus Christ;” and, by 


consequence, that those of the Jews were rejected who fol- — 
lowed after the righteousness of tho law; those wero elected 
and beloved who sought participation in righteousness by 
faith in Christ. Therefore, so far from the doctrino of 
righteousness by faith being overturned by the word of the 
covenant and tho Diyino purpose, it is established by that 
‘alone. 


. Here also I have explained to the people in what way those 
Jews who, out of zeal for the law, sought righteousness and 
life by it, were signified by Esau, the elder; but thoso who |. 


followed after the same things by faith in Christ, by J acob, 
the younger. But there is no need to inculcate those things 


here: the authority of the Apostle is sufficient, who 80 ex- — 


plains those types, and who briefly concludes thus from the 
correspondence of the type to the antitype, or thing signified: 


_“Tigau, the elder, was condemned by God to bondage under 


his brother, and was hateful to Him: Esau, the elder, is the 


type of all those who seek salvation and righteousness from 


the works of the law: Therefore all those who seek salvation 
from the works of the law, are condemned to bondage, and are 
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hatoful to God.” And, ‘Jacob, the younger, obtained dominion 
over his brother, and was beloved by God: Jacob, the younger, 
is the type of all who seek salvation, according to the grace of 
calling, by faith: Therefore those who seck righteousness by 
faith, according to the grace of calling, obtain dominion, and 
are beloved by God.” 

Both propositions, or majors, aro comprehended in thoso 


| words: ‘‘The elder shall serve the younger;” and, “Jacob 


havo I loved, but Esau have I hated.” ho assumption, or 
minor, is contained in those words: “That the purpose of 
God according to election might stand, not of works, but of 
Him that calleth;” and rests upon the authority of the 
Apostle, who so explains those types.. 

Hence it is apparent that the question was not only about 
some being rejected, and some accepted, but about the rejected 


and the accepted being of such a kind, that is, distinguished — 


by certain qualities. And therefore the Apostle here treats 
not of the Divine decree or purpose by which the one are 


elected, and the other reprobated, considered simply in their — 


own nature, whether pure or corrupt; but of such & purpose 
as includes that description of the elect which is here openly 
remarked by the Apostle in tho purpose itself. In which 


~ matter consists tho controversy between Beza and his followers, 


who dofend the former fiercely, und you, who inculcate a purpose 
of salvation of this kind, in which aro contained thogo qualitios 
of them who are to be saved and them who are to be 
damned. But they will say, that it is indeed true that Ishmael 


and Tisau, Isaac and Jucob, are considered typically; that is, 


as far as the former bear the image of the children of the 
flesh, and of those who are of the works of the law; the latter, 
of the children of the promise, and of those, who are of faith : 
but that meanwhile they also, in the same degree, on their own 
part belong to those whose type they bear; and that Rearing 
to the eternal purpose of God, by which Ie decreed ‘‘to make 
Isaac and Jacob children of the promise, and to endue them 
with faith in Christ, but to leave Ishmael and Isau in their 


natural carnal stato.” 3 
Vor thoy say that it is necessary to ascend higher, and to 


‘inqui i h, the other of the 
inquire why the one is the child of the fles F 
Btsiniso why the ono believes in Christ, the other not, but 


gecks salvation from the works of the law. I answer, That it 


cannot be proved from this passagé that those who bear the 
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typos belong to tho antitypes themselves’; and if porchance 


-Ishmael and Esau belong to “the children of the flesh,” so 


described, yet it is not taught in this passage that they so 
belong according to any Divino purposo. Jor by this “pur. 
pose”’ something is determined concerning the children of the 
flesh and of the promiso; but by that which thoy moan it is 
determined concerning men that these shall be the children of 
the flesh, those of the promiso : which therefore cannot be one 
and the same with the other; since the subject of the one is - 
changed into the attribute of the other; respecting the adequate 
subject of which, the Coryphei of that doctrine have not as 


yet agreed among themselves. And because the question, — 


why some believe and others do not, undergoes the same 
change of subject and attribute, I maintain that it is nothandled 
by the Apostle here, and has nothing whatever to do with his 


scope. Let them, therefore, consult other places of Scripture, 


and see whether they can therefrom establish that decree of — 
theirs. It suffices for us that here is described the “ purpose” 
whereby our righteousness and salvation “of grace” are con- 


“sistent with themselves, and whereby we can be assured of 


them in ourselves. 

But this is the “ purpose,” which God ordaincd—atfter the - 
formor condition attached to the logal covenant had nob beon 
performed, and man by the fall had incurred inability to per- 


‘form it—to ontor into the covonnuut of graco with us by Christ; 


and, “of grace,” to transfer the condition of the former coves — 
nant to faith in Christ ; by which covenant, belioving on Tin, — 


we might obtain the same which before we could not obtain om 


except by ourselves rendcring plenary obedience to tho law. 
On this purpose it is that the security of our salvation depends, 


and at the same time its certainty within ourselves. Forfrom , 


this enthymeme we form that conclusion: “Iam a believer,” © 
or, ‘‘I believe in Christ:” “Therefore I am saved,” or, ‘'There- 
foro Tam elect.” The confirmation of which lies in this pro- 
position: ‘As many as boliove in Christ, thom has God dotor- 
mined from eternity immutably to save:” in which words the — 
sum of that “purpose” is contained. 

But if any one ask, why God willed Ishmael and Esau to be 
types of the children of the flesh, but Isaac and Jacob of tho 
children of tho promise; I answer, Becwusge it wag fitting, for 
the sake of the signification and of the agreement between the 
type and the antitype, in respect of the former type, that ho who | 
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was born of tho boudmaid and by carnal powor should bo tho 
typo of the children of the flesh; but he who was born of the 
froo woman und by forco of tho promiso, whon tho flosh was 
- already effcte, should be the type of tho children of the promise: 
but in respect of the latter type, that he who had been born 
first should represent the children of the flesh; and he who 
had been born later, the children of the promise. The reason 
will bo manifest to any ono who considers the agreement be- 
tween types and antitypes. Yetif any one should ask further, 
why God willed Ishmael to be born of a bondmaid and by car- 
nal power, and Esau to be the elder ; but Isaac to be born of 
a free woman and by the force of the promise, and Jacob to be 
the younger; I reply, that the same question might be asked, 
if Isaac and Jacob were placed in the stead of Ishmael and 
Esau. But in this consists the full liberty of God, circum- 
scribed by no necessity of the Divine properties or of the re- 
vealed will; which whether the properties of the Divine nature, 
and the revealed will, allow to God in forming that purpose 
which your adversaries insist upon, let them see to it, - 
Now let us come to the other objection, which is of this kind: 
‘What shall we say then? Is there unrighteousness with 
God?” (Verse 14.) What is asked, or objected, is manifest : but 
it is not oqually cloar what that antocedont if, from which this 
objection is deduced, Some put it thus: “If God, without re- 
spoct to works, lintes Ishmael and Isau, and excludes them 
from the number of the children, but loves Isaac and Jacob, 
and holds them as children, is He not unjust?” But 4. it seems 
to lave the appearance of injustice not to render like things to 
like persons.” Certainly, if the Apostle had considered those 
persous in themselves, and not as types of such, (as has a 
gaid,) the occasion of that objection might have been of this 
description. for it is certain that the occasion of the objce- 
tion arose from the antecedents : but that was not the Apos- 
tle’s antecedent, but this: “ God, in the word of the covenant 
and the purpose which is according to election, embraced those 


only who should be the 


‘ichteousness of the 
f the flesh, and who sought after the rig 
Taw.” Wherefrom it followed that “those of the Jews who 
from their desire for legal righteousness did not believe m 
Christ, were rejected ;” and further, that ‘‘ those of the Gen- 


tiles who by faith in Christ sought participation in rightcous-_ 


children of the promise, who should 
believe on Christ; those being excluded who should be children . 
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noss and salvation, woro roccived into tho covonant.”  Tithor 


one, therefore, is the antecedent of this objection,—to wit, 
this: ‘If God hates the children of tho flesh, and oxcludes 


~ thom from the covenant, but loves tho children of the promise, 


reckons them amongst the seed comprehended in the covenant, 
and, indeed, according to His own pure purpose, without any 


_ reference to works; then it follows that He is unjust:” or 
- that: “If God rejects the Jews, and takes the Gentiles in 
- their stead, then Ho is unjust.” But these two amount to 


nearly the same thing. Yet I think that the former is here more 
especially referred to. This, indeed, seemed a sufficient ground 
for accusing God of injustice on account of that purpose,— 
because He had determined on a decree of this kind from the . 


-mere good-pleasure of His will, without any regard to merit. 


. But let us look into the Apostle’s answer. (Verses 14, et seq.) 
First, he denies the consequence: then he renders a reason 
for that denial. He denies the consequence when he says, — 
“God forbid.”* That is, it ought by no means to entor into 
our thoughts that there is any injustice in God, who, just in 
Himself, nay, existing as Justice itself, does nothing, and, ~ 
indeed, can do nothing, except what is most thoroughly in 


_ agreement with that nature of His. 


The reason for the denial of the consequence is twofold. The 
ono is taken from the freedom of tho Divine morey; the othor, . 
from tho just illustration of tho Divino powor and glory. That. 
which is drawn from the freedom of mercy is comprehended in ~ 
these words: ‘‘ He saith to Moses, I will haye mercy on whom 
I will have had mercy, and I will have compassion on whom 
I will have had compassion.” (Verse 15.) Which words, by . 
a Hebrew idiom, contain the sentiment, ‘It has been put in 
the power and freedom of My will to have mercy on whom 1 
will:” as also the conclusion indicates: ‘Therefore hath He 
mercy on whom He will have mercy.” But in what way this — 
answer tends to the destruction of that consequence the word 


' “merey” declares, which embraces.in itself the whole force of 


the refutation, For this was the only sufficient ground for . 
charging God with injustice with regard to that purpose,— — 
That God could not, without injustice, make void the “pur- 
pose” of creation, by which He had connected rightcousness 


* This is the rendering of our Wunglish Version, and consequently is familiar to 
us. But Arminius’s Adsit, “Be it far from us,” is a more accurate and more 


_ reyerent representative of the original phrase, Mj yévorra.—W. N. 
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and life with obedience to the law, but death and condemna-_ 


tion with transgression of the same law; especially so far as 
to make another purpose, by which He should exclude from 
righteousness and life those who might endeavour to attain 
righteousness and life by the law, but should make others, 


who might not do that, but only “ believe in Christ,” partakers . 


of righteousness and life. This charge of injustice is removed 
from God mercly by the word “mercy” here employed ; 
which, since it presupposes misery, and therefore sin, by that 
very thing indicates that the change of purpose was not made 
by any fault of God, but because its condition had been 
violated by transgression of the law, and man by this had 
_ brought on himself_inability to fulfil the law. Hence we see 
that the covenant entered into at the creation was rendered 
yoid by the fault of man himself, and that God, being thereby 
frecd from obligation, could either have punished man accord- 
ing to his deserts, or have entered upon another ‘‘ purpose ”’ in 
His own mind. And in order that this might be for the good 
of man, it was necessary for mercy to intervene, which should 


-yemit sin, and should moreover require such a condition as — 


man could fulfil through the beneficent help of mercy itself, 
God, says the Apostle, made within Himself a purpose of this 
sort, and indecd out of pure mercy ; it being freo for Lim to 
dotormino (justices, howover, rogulnting Tis dotormination) on 
whom Le will have mercy, and on whom LLo will nob ; whom 
To wills to bocomo partakors of rightcousness and life, and 
whom Lo wills to bo excluded from the samo. Wheneo if 
follows that God cannot be accused of injustice on account of 
that kind of decree and “purpose according to election,” by 
which He determined to adopt “ the children of the promise,” 
‘the children of the flesh” being excluded, and which He 
willed to stand firm, ‘‘of Him that calleth, not of works ;”’ 
because it was under the influence of mercy alone that He 
made within Himself a decree of this kind, 
God, then, would be unjust if He took away or bestowed 
righteousness and life‘on any one against the condition of the 
covenant entered into in creation: but since, on account of 

- the violation of the condition and inability to fulfil it, it would 
have belonged: either to mercy, to conclude a covenant of 
mercy with man, or to rigour, to punish man without hope of 
pardon, it is clear that God was no less, nay, much more, at 
liberty to fix in that covenant whatever conditions He might 


* 
[ 
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have thought fit, than in the covenant of creation; and, con- 
sequently, that He can no more be accused of injustice in this 
case than in the other. But the whole affair may be com- 
prised in this syllogism: “If the purpose of God according 
to election—about rejecting the children of the flesh, but 
reckoning in the seed the children of the promise—has for its 
sole cause the mercy and compassion of God; then it follows ~ 
that God can in no way be convicted of injustice on that 
score: But. the cause of that purpose is solely the merey of 
God: Therefore God cannot be convicted of injustice on that 
account.” 

That this is the sense of the Apostle’s reply is evident from 
the corollary annexed to it: (verse 16:) ‘So then it is not of 
him that willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God that 
showeth mercy ;”—understand, the ‘‘ purpose according to 
election:”’ which is exactly to the same effect as what he 
said before, ‘‘ The purpose according to election stands, of 
Him that calleth, not of works:” and “the children of the 
promise are counted in the seed,” ‘‘ the children of the flesh” - 
being excluded. For, when man’s will and running are 
opposed to God’s mercy, it is certain that he means that 
endeavour. and running by which man hopes that he will 
obtain rightoousnoss and salvation without tho mercy of God. 
But such is the attempt and running of those who strive after 
rightoousnoss nnd dalyation by tho works of tho Inw. And 
when “mercy” is opposed by turns to ‘ willing” and 
‘yunning,” it is plain that that moans of attaining rightoous- 
ness and life is marked out by those opposites to merey, which 
has the greatest affinity to mercy; namely, faith in Christ 
the Mediator. 

Another reason of the denial of the consequence is drawn 
from the just illustration of the Divine power and glory, by 
those on whom it was seen fit not to have mercy: which 


. indeed was set forth in the particular example of Pharaoh, 


but is in itself most constant in its nature and always alike, 
It is comprehended in these words: “For the Scripture saith . 


unto Pharaoh, Even for this same purpose have I raised thee 


up, that I might show My power in thee, and that My name 
might be declared throughout all the earth.” (Verse 17.) From | 
which passage the Apostle thus replies to that part of the 
objection whereby God was charged with injustice, because of 
His rejecting ‘the children of the flesh” from His ‘ purpose 
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according to election,” and holding them in hatred: ‘Tf it is 
allowable for God, in order to the just declaration of His 
power and the illustration of His name, to excite, harden, 
punish Pharaoh; then injustice cannot be attributed to Him 
because Ilo chooses to illustrate His power and glory in the 


just hardening and punishment of the children of the flesh : But - 


that is allowable for God, as appears from that passage: 
Therefore, and lastly, He cannot on that account be accused 
of injustice.” 

The connexion of the proposition certainly is firm. For 
either it will never be free for God to illustrate His power and 
the glory of His name in the just punishment of any one, or 
it will be free for Him to decree by. some purpose, in whose 
just condemnation He will declare His power and the glory of 
His name. And truly, to take away from God the right and 
power of making a decree which is “ according to election,” is 
nothing else than to be unwilling that He should display His 
power and the glory of His name in the just hardening and 
punishment of certain persons. J’or these are joined together, 
—to punish any one, and to decree the same person liable to 
punishment. For onno one can punishment bo justly inflicted, 
except on him for whom it has been destined by a just pur- 
pose and deerco; and if punishment can justly be inflicted on 
any one, like punishment may justly be marked out for the 


gumo person by any purpose and doereo, But how God would, 


have been free to excite, harden Pharaoh, &c., will hereafter 
be shown gencrally in the refutation of the following objection. 

That this is the sense of the whole of the Apostle’s answer, 
is apparent from the conclusion appended to the entire answer: 
“Therefore hath He mercy on whom He will have mercy, and 


whom He will He hardeneth.” (Verse 18.) For by that con- | 


elusion the whole objection of the Jews is most solidly refuted, 
in this manner: “If God can haye merey on whom He will, 


and can harden whom He will, then also it is free for Him ° 


to make a purpose according to election, by which He may 
ordain to have merey on the children of the promise, but 
to harden and punish the children of the flesh: But God can 
have mercy on whom He will, and can harden whom He 
will: Therefore it is free to Him to make a decree according 
to election, by which He may ordain to have mercy on the 
children of the promise, but to harden and punish the children 
of the flesh.” And by consequence,—‘‘If He can do this, 
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which is free to Him, He cannot be accused of injustice by 

any desert of His own.” : 

- Thus God’s justice in that ‘purpose according to election ” 

is asserted and proved by the Apostle from the firmest testi- 

monies of the Mosaic Scripturo itself. 
Now follows another objection of the Jews, sprung from 

the latter part of the conclusion immediately preceding; in 


‘the refutation of. which those who urge that “ absolute 
decree” of God for simply saving some and damning others, 


think that they have a great support for their cause. On which- 
account both the objection and its refutation shall be dili- 
gently examined by us also, lest perchance through negligence 
we pass by, as unseen, what is to them their Hercules’ club, 
to subdue all monsters of objections; or rather, the sword of 
Alexander the Great, to cut asunder any unloosable knot. 
The objection is of this kind: ‘‘ Why, then, doth He yet find 
fault ?” The reason is added: “For who hath resisted His 


— will?” (Verse 19.) Which points, propounded in the form of 


interrogation, will be thus solved: ‘‘ Therefore He cannot — 
with good reason find fault, because no one can resist His ° 


- will.’ The objection will be completed by the addition of the’ - 


antecedent from which that consequent is deduced: ‘‘God — 
hardens whom Hewill: Therefore He cannot with good reason 
find fault with thoso who aro hardonod.” Tho ratio of con- 
nexion is this: ‘Because no ono can resist His will.” 
TIonco a connox of this sort oxists: “If no ono can rosist 
God’s will, then He cannot rightfully find fault with those 
whom He hardens by that will.” Let us alter this connex 
into a simple or categorical declaration: ‘‘ God cannot right- 
fully find fault with those who have been hardened by His 


* own omnipotent will.” This, then, is the objection : now let 


us examine what strength it has; in order that we may by 
that examination ascertain by what.method it can be refuted, — 
and so may devise a way to its proper refutation. Those two 
things, then, are to be considered: one,—“ God cannot right- 
fully find fault with those who are hardened :” the other,— 
“Because He hardened them by His own omnipotent will, 
which cannot be resisted.” The examination of the former 


consists in the treatment of this question: ‘‘Who are they 


with whom God cannot rightfully be angry?” The examina- 
tion of the second, in the treatment of this: ‘‘ Whether, and 


how, those who are hardened by God’s almighty will are 
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exempted from the.numbor of those with’ whom God can 


rightly find fault ?” pies 
' Lhe first question will be solved if it be explained what that 


is, on account of which God can with good roagon be angry ; 


that is, what is the proper cause of the Divine anger: But 


_ the proper cause of the Divine anger, and that for which God 


can rightfully be angry with any one, is sin. But ‘sin is the 


transgression of the law,”—understand, of a just law; for, . 


unless the law be just, it is not law, nor therefore can its 
transgression be sin. But, in order to a law’s being just, it 
necessarily demands these two conditions,—that it be enacted 
by him who has the power of commanding ;—that it.be 
enacted for him who has the power or rather the ability to 
perform it; not. only Surdpet, but also evepyela: that is, who 
has power of such a kind as may be impeded by no intervening 
decree from performing, by its own act, what it can. Whence 
it appears that sin is a voluntary transgression of the law, 


which the sinner has committed by his own fault, because he 


could have avoided it :—I am speaking of the act itself, On 
account of a sin of this class, and with a sinner of this kind, 
God may rightfully be angry. But if this condition be taken 
away, God cannot rightfully be angry with a man for sin; 


nay, nor can the man commit sin. I say this for the sake of Pag, a! = 


those who suppose that God can with good reason be angry 
with transgressors of the law, even though they could not 
havo obeyed it by the act itself, on account of tho decree 
intervening: but they are much mistaken. Tor an action of 
this sort, which ig wnayoidablo on account of tho dotormina- 


Eas »” h 
tion of some decree, does not deserve the name of ‘‘sin.” Ag 


to tho certainty of these points I have no doubt; and when 
there is need, they shall be proved. | 
Hence, then, it is apparent with whom God can rightfully 


be angry. Now let us see whether, and how, those who are 


hardened by the omnipotent will of God are exempted from 
the number of those: that is, whether the almighty will of 
God, when hardening, takes away cause for just accusation, 
complaint, and anger. Butletus premise what that is, “ Who 
hath resisted God’s will?” To the will of God is here attri- 
buted omnipotence able to subject all things universally to 
itself, and in fact so subjecting them whenever the will accom- 
panies it, and it the will. But omnipotence does not always 
accompany God’s will in whatever way considered. For God 


boy 
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wills that His law should be performed by all; which is not 
done. But it doos not thence follow that there are two wills - 
in God, contrary to each other ; the one willing that Hig law 
be porformed by all; the othor, that it bo not performed : for 
80 it would not be wonderful that the law is not performed by 


~ many, when this will armed with omnipotence hinders the 


other from being done. 
But when some men endeavour to explain how it can be that 


_ those wills are not contrary to cach other, they say thatGod’s — 


will may be considered in a twofold light,—as it is hidden, and 
as it is revealed ;—that the revealed will is respecting those 
things which God likes or dislikes; the hidden, concerning 
those things which He simply and absolutcly wills to be done 
or not to be done; and that it is perfectly fitting that He by 
His revealed will should will one and the game action to be 
done, and by His hidden will should will it not to be done, 
since He wills it in a different manner. But it may be dis- 
puted whether a hidden will can be maintained in God, by 


which He may will to be done or not to be done what Hig ~~ 


revealed will wills not to be done or to be done. Others say 
that the will of God is of well-pleasing or of the sign; which 


~- amounts to the same thing : for is not the well-pleasing will of 


God signified by His word as a sign? Others assert that ono © 
will of God is efficacious, the other ineficacious, But this ig 
the same as saying, that the ono can bo rosistod, tho othor 
cannot, And it is wonderful in what labyrinths they involve 


themselves, blinded either by unskilfulness or by prejudico, 


or rathor by both. But to thoso who rightly considor tho 
matter it will be evident that tho will of God is one and the 
same in itself, distinct only in its objects. . For what? is not 
will ‘‘a free appetite, with reason, or at least the show of it, 
extended to doing or having?” And so in God: (for let it be 
permitted to us to use our dark expressions to delineate those 
things which exist in that most clear light :) for He wills to 
do, and He wills to have. By the former He wills something 
from Himself; by the latter He wills something from us: by 
the former He wills that something should be done by Him- 
self, and calls into play His omnipotence, which always accom- 
panies that will; by the latter He wills that something should 
be done by us through righteousness, as a model for which Ho 
delivers us His law. But it is necessary that He should mani-. 


fest to us whatever He wishes from us; nay, that He should 
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also command, in order that He may obtain what He wishes 
from us. But what Ifo wills to bo done by Tlimself, or what 
He wills to do, that Ho does not always reveal to us, but only 
sometimes, according as He judges it to conduce to His own 
glory and our sadyations 

But you ask whether any secret will of God is hore treated 
- of; and indced you adjoin your judgmont, that thero is here 

no treatment of that. You have already understood my 
‘opinion about the secret will: and I think with you that the 

seerct will is not hero treated of, however that may be taken. 
But let them say what it is that-is “hidden” here. Is it, 
that it is not possible to “resist God,” so that He may: not 
harden whom He wills to harden? But this is evident from 
the very language itself. Is it, who those are whom God wills 
to harden? Not this cither: for nothing is plainer in Scrip- 
ture than that sinners persevering in their sins against the 
patience of God, who invites them to repentance, are those 
whom God wills to harden. ‘ But it does not appear who 
are those sinners: andthisis hidden.” This is true, but what 
has this to do with the will, that it should be called ‘hidden re 
Rather here God’s knowledge shall be called ‘“ hidden” by 
us. But out of many such sinners God wills to harden this 
one, not that; and this is hidden, whom He wills to harden, 
in preference to others. Now I do not dispute about that ; 
but I say that that is not discussed in this passage. Since, 
then, this passage does not discuss what object of the Divine 
will, hidden from us, is here laid down, neither does it here in 
any way treat of the hidden will. 

But I return to the proposition. That omnipotent will takes 
away the cause for jusi anger, if by it man is moved to sin, 
and with such force as cannot be resisted; and therefore by 
that will those who are “hardened”? will be excluded from the 
number of those with whom God can justly be angry, if they 
have done that, on account of which they are hardened, through 
being moved by that omnipotent will which no one can resist, 
I do not here speak of compulsion: for “neither can God 
compel, nor can the will be compelled :” but that force of 
the Divine motion which is implied in the inevitable necessity 
‘ of performing that to which it is impelled, suffices to excuse 


man and to exempt him from the just anger of God. But if 


-man has with free will committed what deserves hardening, 
he incurs guilt, and is worthy of wrath, even though he be 
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_ hardened by that will which cannot be resisted. Tor, resist- 
_ ing, and that froely, the will revealod in the word, which can 


be resisted, he falls into that necessity of the Divine deerce, 
also revealed in the word, which cannot be resisted; and so 
tho will of God is dono respecting him, by whom tho will of 
God has not been done. From these considerations I think an 
answer to that objection can easily be framed. 


But let us set the Apostle’s answer before us,—and with that —— 


earnest attention which the gravity and difficulty of the matter ~ 
domand,—at least for our model. And first wo must pro- 


suppose that the Apostle did not seek escape because he could ~ 
-not refute the objection itself; and that neither did he involve’ _ 


the matter in difficulties, in order to awe and restrain the 
objector terrified by the difficulty of the thing; but that he 
most aptly and solidly refuted the whole objection. I might 
even venture to say that in all Scripture no objection has been 


_ more sufficiently refuted. But let the objection itself with all 


its foundations be always present to our eyes, compressed 


into a brief form, so that it may be looked at, as it were, in — | 


one moment: on this wise: ‘‘ Can God with reason be angry 
with those who are hardened by His own irresistible will ?” 
We may, for the sake of compendious significance, be allowed ° 
to make use of this phrase. But the Apostle’s answer is two- — 
fold: the one, in reproof, respecting the unworthinoss of the | 
objector and tho objection ; the other, in refutation, with regard 
to the thing objected. : 
The reproof has three parts: the chiding, its reason, and the 
proof of the reason. 1. ‘The chiding is set forth under the form 
of a question, in these words: ‘‘ Nay but, O man, who art thou 
that repliest against God?” (Verse 20.) Consider, O man, 
who thou art, and who God is, and thou wilt perceive that it 
is unbecoming of -thee to reply to God in that manner, And- 
certainly so to calumniate that glorious doctrine as to fasten 
the unjust fury of wrath upon God,—man being thereby 
exempted from all blame,—was nothing else than to resist 


-* God as if to His face, and to oppose Him to His very presence. 


Wherefore it is not wonderful that the Apostle, moved by the 
indignity of the thing, determined to reprove sharply the 
person so objecting. 

2. The reason is drawn from a comparison of man and God, 


~ and from a like unworthy reply adapted to that comparison. 
~ For as those three are contained in that proposition,—man 
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~ allowable for man to say to God, 
* or to make that objection, on account of which the Apo 


508 THE WORKS Ol JAMMS ARMINIUS. 


roplying, God to whom Ilo roplios, and the roply itsolf; #0 the 
reason of that proposition has reference to three things, in 
thovo words: “Shall tho thing formod say to him that formed 
it, Why last thou made me thus?” Ifere man is com- 
pared to the thing formed, God to the maker, that reply 
to this, “‘ Why hast thou made me?” By which comparison 
the Apostle renders a reason why it is not becoming for man, 
as being the thing made, to reply thus to God, as being tlic 
Maker: as if he should say,—Just as it is not allowable for 
tho thing formed to say to its maker, ‘‘ Why hast thou mado 
me thus?” so also it is not lawful for thee, O man, to reply 
40 God in that stylo: for thou art nothing clso but dust and a 
worm of the carth, God’s workmanship; but God is Ho who 
framed and formed theo. 

But here we must observe what is the application of the 
comparison to that reply which is blamed in the thing formed; 
when, howovor, we havo first examined the third part, thatis, 
8. The confirmation of the reason. But that is taken from 
right and power, or from a comparison of the right and power 
which the potter has over the clay with the right and power 
which God has over His own workmanship, or rather. over 
that from which He forms His workmanship. The right and 
powor of tho potter contribute to prove the unworthiness of 
that objoction, and so to refute it. 


Tho comparison goos to domonstrato that it is Inwful for God 


to do the samo with His own as the potter does with his own. 
As to tho first, it is concluded thus: “If the pottor has tho 
power of making out of the samo mass & vossel to honour and 
ono to dishonour, then it is not lawful for tho thing formed to 
say to him who formed it, ‘Why hast thou made mo thus'?’ 
But the potter has that power: Therefore,” &c. As to tho 
socond: “If tho potter has that power over his clay, thon God 
has the same over men, or rather over that from which Io 
might bo about to make or form men: But tho former is 80% 
Therefore the latter also.” And on that account it is not 


stle 


reproves and chides the objector. . 
Thus far about the disposition and sum of the objurgatory 
answer; in which also it has been shown in what way that 


may conduce to the refutation of t 
if a fitting addition shall have been made to the comparison. 


“Why hast Thou made me?” : 


he objection itsclf; that is, . 
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Now wo must dowl with tho right and logitimalo application of 
those things compared: which will all be evident from the 


unfolding of tho right and powor of God ovor man, cithor 


already created, or to be created. But first of the application 
of the thing used for comparison in the reason: “ Shall the 
thing formed say to him that formed it, Why hast thou made 
me thus?” The application of that will be, according to the 


comparison, even in one third, in this way: ‘So it is not 


lawful for man to reply to God in the way thou dost in that 
objection.” Iowever that may bo, that objection of the man 
must necessarily agree with this of the thing formed. But 
that was: “If Thou hurdenest a man with Thy irrosistiblo 


will, it ig not fit that hou shouldst be wroth with him:” 


which, put in like shape with the objection of the thing formed, 
will run so: ‘Why hast Thou made me to be hardened by — 


_ Thy irresistible will?” so that that ‘‘thus” in the application _ 


signifies, ‘‘to be hardened by Thy irresistible will.” What 
Leza here says concerning the mutability of the human con- 
dition, seems to me quite unsuitable to the scope of the passage. 
And if we consider the proof from the power of the potter, it 
will be apparent that some such application of the thing com- 
pared was to be made. For what has the power of making 
for dishonour or honour in common with the power of making 
a changeable being? But it has much in common with this 


~ powor of making a boing that sliall bo hardoned or bo followed 


up with mercy. But let us see now what is the application of 
that comparison which is mado uso of in the proof, “Tho 
potter hag power over tho clay, of the same lump to mako ono 
yosscl unto honour, and anothor unto dishonour.” ‘Tho 
application, taken strictly, will be this: ‘‘So God has power 
from the same mass to make some men to honour, others to — 
dishonour;” or, ‘‘some to wrath, others to meorcy:” in 
accordance with what is here being treated of, as appears 
from tho following versos. Whoneo it is thus concluded: ‘If 
God has the power of making out of the same mass of man- 
kind a vessel to wrath and a vessel to mercy, then man cannot 
justly say to Him, ‘Why hast Thou by Thy irresistible will 
made me to be hardened, that is, a vessel to wrath?’” He 
adjoins about ‘‘ vessels to honour and to dishonour,” although 
the question is only about the hardened, because he is treating 
of the power of God, which is over both. . 

You gee that I have stated these propositions most rigidly 
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according to the sense of our adversaries, because I wish to . - 


grant to them whatever can in any way be made to fall in 
with the Apostle’s scope. But now we must see in what 
manner those things must be understood which, with these 
applications, we attribute to God: namely, that He had power 
- to make out of the mass of mankind a vessel to honour and a 
vessel to dishonour,—a man to be followed up with mercy, and 
a man to be hardened by irresistible will. The word “power” 
here used signifies, not ‘‘ ability,” but “right and authority.” 
For it is efovela, not dvvayis: therefore absolute power is not 
here treated of, by which He cen do anything, but right, by 
which He may do anything. By the word ‘‘ mass,” or “lump,” 
Beza understands ‘‘mankind not yet made, much less cor- 
rupted.” We-know that Augustine is of another opinion, 
interpreting it “‘mass of perdition:” and if any one wishes 
to deny, the proof which Beza brings will not suffice; to wit, 
that otherwise the Apostle would have said, that some vessels 
were left in that dishonour, others transferred from it to 
honour. But I am willing to grant this to him, that shapeless 
matter is signified under the word ‘‘mass.” For simply to 


say that God has not the power to make from one mass a — 


-yessel to wrath, and a vessel to mercy,—to make a man to be 
hardoned by Tis irrosistible will, and a man to be followed up 
with mercy,—does not seem to me quite safe enough. Jor 
when wo soo that God daily makes vessels of merey and vessels 


of wrath, and hardens some men and has mercy on others, it | 


certainly is apparent that He had the right to do what He 
~ doos. ButIadd that He had the right to do it in the samo 


manner in which He does it, and that He determined to do it . 


on account of those same causes on account of which He in 
fact does it The matter, indeed, would be plain of itself, 
untess it had been involved in difficulties by a preposterous 
mode of explanation; which I will not here refute, lest I 
should be too prolix: for my intention was not now fo: 
that, but only to demonstrate that this Chapter, on which 
they affirm that their doctrine rests as on a foundation, docs 
our them. © " 

=e a however, try to throw some light on this matter, 
When God is said to make a vessel of wrath or of sibacberi 
harden a man or to have mercy on him, then necessarily 
three points arise for our consideration,—two explicitly, ee 

implicitly, which may intervene between the two former 8! 


ANALYSIS OF ROMANS IX, . rp ey 


medium. : For, first, it is necessary that man be made, and 
be, indeed, a vessel: next, it is necessary that, before he 
becomes a vessel of wrath or of mercy, he be a vessel of sin, 
that is, asinner: then, thirdly, that he be a vessel of wrath or 
of mercy. Now let us see what this work of God is. 

First, It is a work of God by which He makes man to be, 
_and not only to be, but to be for a certain end, which is signi- 
fied by the name of “ vessel,” which is the equivalent of 


“instrument.” But an instrument exists for the sake of some — 


end, This end is said in-Seripture to be the glory of God. 


God, therefore, made man for His own glory ;. that is, not in 


order that He might receive glory from man; but that He 


_ might illustrate His glory by man much more brilliantly than 


by the rest of the creatures. But God’s glory is illustrated 
by the unveiling of His natural properties, or attributes, 
especially those which are considered in the second circle 
of the Divino nature: as goodness, justice, wisdom, power. 
There are others more deeply innate in the Divine essence,— 


simplicity, infinity, eternity, unchangeableness, &c. . Now it 


is to. be considered, by the display of what properties the — 
glory of God was first to have been illustrated. I say, those 
of goodness, justice, wisdom, power. Tor it is the part of 
goodness to communicate itself; of justico, to preseribo tho 
plan of communication ; of wisdom, to know how that should 
and may be done; of power, to bo able to communicate itsolf 
by its own act.- Goodness, then, impels God, not only to 
make other things, but to make man especially; that is, that 
To should communicate Himself to nothing by way of likenoss, 
so that from nothing and that communication that should 
exist which is ‘man.’ Justice prescribed the mode in which 
it was proper that that communication should be made: for 
she is the “ arbitress of goodness,” or, as Tertullian ‘says, the 
“arbitress of God’s works.”. Wisdom knew in what way it 
would become God to communicate Himself to that which 
was to be made man, and how God could do it, Power, the 
instrument of these attributes, was ready at hand to execute. 
For God can communicate His likeness to nonentity. But 
man was created only to be the vessel of that goodness, 
justice, wisdom, power; and in this way .he was the 
vessel of glory illustrated. We must see how he becomes a 
vessel for further illustrating the glory of God. And. rightly 
so: for God made man, not that he should be only what he 
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was made, but that he might tend to greater perfection. Tor 
God did not think it a sufficient satisfaction to His goodness 
that Te should communicate Himself to man but once, as his 
Creator, but Ilis own glorifier; but Ho wished further to com- 
municate Himself to man, as the glorifier of man himself ; 
and in order to accomplish that, He endowed him not only 
with natural, but also with supernatural gifts. But justice 
prescribed the plan and model of this communication ; to wit, 
that it ought not to be made except under the condition, if 
man should live conformably to the Divine image in obedience 
to the commands of God: and because he could be exalted, 


he could also be abased; and nothing more just than that he | 


should be abased, if he abused those gifts, by the right use of 
which he would be exalted to the highest dignity. Man was, 
therefore, in that respect, a vessel for “illustrating the just 
goodness and anger of God, by which God may declare His 
signal goodness in blessing him if he lives righteously, and 
His severe wrath in punishing him if he transgresses His 
command.” i 
Thus God in the beginning made man, and in him the rest 
of mon, vessels for illustrating His righteous goodness and 
anger, that is, fit instruments for that purpose: but actually 
To did not 60 mako thom oxcopt with tho intervention of tht 
which is hore to bo considerod in tho Second place. But man, 
pluced in this position by God, by nngresuiny tho TON 
ment mado himsolf a bad vossol, that is, a sinncr; no ¢o- 
operation of God conducing to this result, oxeopt what became 


His goodness, justice, wisdom, nay, and consistency; in the- 


primeval institution of creation; whereby nothing would be 
wanting to man’s liberty, nor would the actual mode of free 
will be hindered,—be impelled to this or to that. But man, 
existing in this state, with all his posterity, whom God had 
determined to produce from his blood in the ordinary manner, 
was worthy that God should, according to his merits, bestow 
on him wrath and punishment; that is, that He should make 
him in reality a “ vessel of wrath.” But that same goodness 
(which I may here be allowed to call the womb of mercy) did 
not suffer this; neither, moreover, did God’s justice itself, the 
arbitress of goodness and mercy. The wisdom of God, indeed, 
knew that punishment was due to that cause, that is, to sin, 
and justice willed what was due to be inflicted on the cause: 
but the former also knew what further was due to goodness, 


> ANALYSIS OF ROMANS IX, B18 | 


> pnd the latter, in accordance with its nature, willed that on 


“goodness also should be bestowed what was its due ; namely, | 
the highest. demonstration of itself, and its moving forward 
towards mercy, which is the affection of goodness towards the . 
miserable, and therefore those of ill desert. For it became 
the goodness of God to communicate itself not only to the 
non-existing, and to existences meriting nothing, and to those 
of good desert, (since they had performed the command,) 
but also to those of ill desert, and to the transgressors of the 
law: that it might both give to him that hath not, and might | 
bestow upon, nay, add to him that hath, and might spare him 
that misuses; being as victorious against sin by remission as 
triumphant over nonentity by creation. 
Wisdom, therefore, found out a method by which its deserts * 
might be bestowed on the cause, and. its fitting claims be 
allowed to goodness; to wit, Jesus Christ the Mediator, on 
whom that cause of mankind might be laid, to be conducted 
and carried through before the tribunal of justice, whereby — 
man might be a vessel for illustrating goodness and justice in » 
the highest and most excellent manner. But here again — 
Justice, mindful of its office, interposed, and showed that com- 
munication of justice by morcy should not bo mado without: 
condition in this state any more than in the former; but that 
it was right w condition should bo appointed, necording lo 
which that good might, out of morey, ho communionted, or 
not be communicated ;. nay, an opposite evil be incurred. And 
honco it was dotorminod to make somo mon yossuly of wrth, 
and others of mercy: of mercy, those who should perform 
the condition ; of wrath, those who should transgress it, and 


should not desist from trangressing; and that irrevocably 


and necessarily : so that those who might have transgressed 
the condition, persisting in transgression, should by that very 
act become vessels of wrath; and those who had performed 
the condition, should by that very act become vessels of 
mercy ; which mercy, however, grants the power of performing 

in that manner in which it is becoming for mercy tempered 

by justice to bestow it. In short: .‘‘God makes man a vessel: . 


man makes himself a bad vessel, or sinner; God decrees to 


make man, according to conditions pleasing to Himself, a 
vessel of wrath or of mercy; which in fact He does, when the 


.condition has been either fulfilled, or wilfully neglected.” 
Hence it appears what is the true sense of those things 
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which aro hore advanced by the Apostle; namely, that God 
has the power of making men out of shapeless matter, and of 
enacting a decree about them, by the mere judgment and 
pleasure of His will, ratified by certain conditions, according 
to which He makes some men vessels to dishonour, others 
vessels to honour; and that therefore man has no just 
ground of expostulation with God because He has made him 
to be hardened by His irresistible will; since obstinacy 
in sins intervenes between the determination of His will 
and the hardening itself; on account of which God wills, 


according to the same pleasure of His will, to harden man by - 


His irresistible will. If any one simply say that God has the 
power of making man a vessel to dishonour and wrath, he 
will do the greatest injustice to God, and will contradict clear 
Scripture. Wherefore Beza himself does not dare to say that 
simply, but that those things are to be understood of the 
decree, which He does not execute till after man, having 
become a sinner, has made himself deserving of wrath. But 
he so subjoins the execution to the decree as to suspend the 
proximate cause of the execution on the decree itself ; which 
comes to just the same thing as if he had said simply, that 
God determined to make some men vessels [to dishonour, 
others vessels] to honour; some vessels of ; wrath, others 
vessels of merey; and, that Ie might do this, to make all 
men sinners primarily, that IIo might afterwards actually 


make some, by justice, vessels of wrath and dishonour, others, 


by mercy, vessels of mercy and honour. 


But, whatever absurdity may by sinister interpretation be . 


deduced from the comparison brought forward by the Apostle, 
it may be seen through by rightly understanding the sole 
difference which exists between men and the potter’s fennel 
But these points have been so treated by me, not as if wpe 
could be no other application of that comparison, but in omer 
that, allowing those with whom we now have business their 


own interpretation, I might show that even it, when rightly — 


‘di faith, does not favour 

lerstood according to the analogy of faith, 

: Aaa this sort, such as they wish to conclude from hence; 
nay “agrees best with that other doctrine which you lay down, 


But what if I say, and indeed according to my right, that tho, | 


ication i rhi 7 the Apostle’s 

lication is not the one which they palm upon 
oula but that which the Apostle himself brings forward in 
the following two verses ?—‘ But if God, willing to show His 
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wrath,” &c.; (verses 22, 23 ;)—and that in this way that 
description of the potter’s power over the clay tends as well to 


confirm the reason of the chiding, as to refute the objection 


itself? Which very things are also closely related: for to 


show the unworthiness of an objection is in some meagure to 
refute it, as we see in the former parts. 


Nor do I see why this application cannot fittingly be accom- _ 


modated to that proposition : ‘‘ For, as the potter has power 
over the clay, to make from the same mass one vessel to 


honour, another to dishonour ; so God has the same power, 


and indeed a much more just power, to endure with long- 5 


suffering the vessels of wrath fitted to destruction, and to pre- 


pare the vessels of mercy for glory.” And this equity is 


_ illustrated by the ends which God has in view in both cases. _ 


But will any one say that those things have not a fitting | 


agreement with each other,—the making a vessel to dishonour, 
and by His lenity bearing with vessels of wrath already framed 


_ for destruction, that is, dishonour ; but that this rather agrees 
to it,—the framing vessels of wrath for destruction ; as the < 
preparing vessels of mercy for glory agrees with that,—making _ 
them to dishonour? But who shall prescribe to the Apostle the 
mode of application for the comparison? Is it not allowable _ 


for him to demonstrate the equality of the Divino power in 
What God actually does with respect to vessels of wrath and of 
morcy; although it bo less than what the potter does about 


vessels of dishonour; that in this way the force of the argument. _ 
may be stronger, from the less to the greater, than from the  * 


equal to the thing equally compared ? Something, however, 


. 1s wanting to that apostolical comparison; and it is clear that 


it is of. this sort: Whether He will not have the power of 


doing that ; or, whether therefore He cannot justly be wroth 


with the hardened. 


But now at length let us see how excellently that objection — : 
is refuted by these words, however they are taken, whether 


according to the application of the comparison, or simply by 
their own force. . I have already said, and say now again, that 
no objection in all Scripture seems to me to be more firmly 


difficulties of the objection. 

The objection had these three things:—the antecedent: 
“God hardens whom He will:” the consequent, which was the 
objection: ‘‘ Therefore He cannot rightfully be angry with 
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those who are hardened:” the proof of the consequence from 
the adjunct of the Divine will: ‘‘ Because God’s will cannot 
be resisted.” Let the antecedent and the reason of the con- 
sequence be connected: “Those whom God wills to harden 
_ by Ilis irresistible will,’—the consequent is added,—“ with 
them He cannot rightfully be angry.” Four simple elements are 
contained in that objection: the Divine anger,—those who are 
hardened,—the irresistible will,—deservedly or undeservedly ; 
which fourth item I would rather call a mode, either of com- 
position by affirmation, ‘or of division by negation. An affec- 
tion, or relation, between these is propounded by the objector, 
of this sort: The Divine anger is the adjunct which God 
employs about the hardened, who therefore are the object of 
- His anger, and He the cause; as often objects have the 
‘relation of cause, not with the adjuncts themselves in them- 


selves, but so far as they are employed about the objects,— 


that is, not so far as they exist by the first act, but by the 
second. The hardened, and the irresistible will, are put as 
cause and effect : ‘‘The hardening is the effect of the irresistible 
will of God.” Now it is asked whether, that affection, or 
relation, being supposed between the hardening and the 
irresistible will, there is the same relation between the Divine 
wrath and the hardened; that is, whether God can be angry 
with those thus lardoned; which iy siguifiod by tho word 
“ dogoryedly,” or ‘ undosoryodly.” 

Having made these explanations, let us apply the Apostle’s 
answer. 1. First, the Apostle declares that that “ affection” 
is not bebwoon tho wrath of God and tho hardoucd, but rather 
universal. Jor the hardened are not the object of the Divine 
wrath, nor is the hardening the cause of the wrath, but rather 
the Divine wrath is the cause of the hardening ; and God in 


the act of hardening deals with those with whom He is already | 


angry, that is, who by the very act are already vessels of wrath. 


Which the Apostle denotes in these words: “ God hardens 


the vessels of wrath fitted to destruction.” There is, there- 
foro, in those arguments not only the fallacy from “a cause 


which is not a cause,” ‘a subject which is not a subject ;’’. 


but also an inversion of causo and effect, of subject and 
adjunct : wherefore the refutation of that part is most firm, 
~ Go far is it from the fact that God is not able to be angry with 
the hardened, that on the contrary He docs not harden any 


except those who have already become vessels of the most just 
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Divine wrath by their own fault. Indeed, the whole Serip- 
ture teaches that the hardening is the effect and sign of the 


__ Divine wrath. Wherefore the question is foolish, whether — : 


God can be angry with tho hardened; when it should havo 
been asked, whether God can harden those with whom He ig 
Alpry.crre yes 

- 2, Next, the Apostle replies to the “affection” between — 
hardening and the irresistible will, in these words: “He 


endured with much long-suffering the vessels of wrath:” by 
which words he signifies that the mode of hardening is by 


patience and gentleness, not the omnipotent action of a will 
which cannot be resisted. Therefore here also is the fallacy — 


of ‘‘a cause which is no cause.’ But some one will say, ~ 


‘“‘Does not the decree by which God determines-to harden 
the vessels of wrath proceed from the will which cannot be 


resisted?” §o it does truly: but it is one thing for God e 


to use the act of an omnipotent will to effect hardening, 


- and another to determine by that will that He will harden — 


vessels of wrath. For in that way will is attributed to the 
decree of hardening, not to the act itself ; between which there 


is so great a difference, that God can by His irresistible will oe 


make a decree concerning hardening the vessels of wrath by — 
Tis paticnco and long-suffering, If any ono retort that tho: 

hardening will follow all the moro certainly for that paticnco, 
on account of that dooreo by which God detorminod nob only” 
to use patience, but to use it for hardening; and that this is 
equivalent to the almighty action of the will against which 
thoro can be no rosistance :—I deny that they are equivalent. 
But many things belong to the reason of this denial, which 
it would be tedious here to adduce: wherefore I will pass 
over the reply, because that objection does not injure the 


* proposition. Jor, let us concede that the vessels of wrath are 


hardened by the force of an omnipotent will, will this dero- 


~ gate in the: slightest degree from the justice of the Divine © 


anger, since they themselves have deserved hardening, but 
it is for God’s decision to inflict punishment, in whatever way 
may seem best to Him? 

8. The Third part of the answer is in reference to the 
equity of that Divine act, which the Apostle is now explain- 
ing, taken from its end. For, what! is it not just that God 
should sometimes display Ilis wrath and power? Most just... 
But against whom, if not against “ vessels-of wrath fitted for 
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destruction, whom God endured with much long-suffering ?” 
Hither it is just for God to declare His power and wrath 
against persons of this sort, or He will never be free to do 


so; and so God would be armed with power and anger in © 


yain, as boing attributes which He would nover be able to 
exercise, in whatsoever mode He might be provoked. Hence 
appears, more fully than the needful refutation of that objec- 
tion required, what has here been performed by the Apostle. 
lor whatever could be urged, not only in excuse, but also in 
defence, nay, even in proclamation, of the Divine wrath against 
the hardened, is here adduced; and so are they described, 
against whom God wills to display His wrath and power, that 
they embrace in themselves all the just causes of the Divine 


anger together’ For He is not angry with them, except | 


when they have already become vessels of wrath ; nor, when 
they by their own deserts are fitted for destruction, does He, 
as is His right, immediately execute His wrath to their destruc: 
tion, but boars with them long with great long-suffering and 


patience, inviting them to penitence, and awaiting their repent-. 


ance. But when, with a hard heart and one untouched with 
repentance, they despise that patience and long-suffering of 
God, it is not wonderful that even the most merciful goodness 
of God cannot restrain itself from the introduction of anger, 
lost, whilst demanding ovorywhore that ils own highost (Los 
should be rendered to it by justice, it should seem willing to 
allow no place at all to justice itself. 
We shall, however, propound the answer more briefly, if 
we fit it to the several parts of the objective syllogism. The 
syllogism was like this: ‘“ He who hardens by His irresistible 
will, can[not] rightfully be angry with the hardened: But 
God hardens by His irresistible will: Therefore He cannot 
rightfully be angry with the hardened.” The Apostle replies 
to the proposition by negation: as well because it is simply 
false ;—for those whom God hardens have deserved that 
hardening, and God is free to inflict it on those who have 
- deserved it, in whatever mode He may think best jas because 
the hardening is falsely alleged as the cause of God’s wrath; 
when they are already vessels of wrath before they are har- 
dened, and the wrath is the cause of the hardening, Let then 

- the proposition be corrected in this way: ‘“‘He who by His 


irresistible will hardens those who, because they are vessels of 


wrath, have deserved that hardening,—He can moreover be 
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rightfully angry with those who are hardencd.” To the minor 


he answers by laying down another mode of hardening, by 


- Which the mode assumed in the minor is taken away: for He 
~ “endures with much long-suffering the vessels of wrath fitted 


for destruction ;” and why is it to bo laid to God’s charge, 
if they are thereby hardened on account of their own wicked- 
ness? Let the minor also be corrected: ‘‘ But God, using’ 
patience and long-suffering towards the vessels of wrath, 


_ hardens them.” Whence also the major comes to bo further: 
. corrected by the supposition of this mode of hardening, which 


will much commend His truth and equity. Hence it now 
follows that the conclusion is false; the opposite of which is 
the necessary sequence from the correction made in the ante- 
cedents, and is most true, not only on account of the truth 
preceding it, but also on account of the just end of the Divine 
hardening, which is, the illustration and display of God’s wrath 
and power. As regards that phrase, ‘“ vessels of wrath fitted 
for destruction,” it can easily be understood from the pre- 
ceding remarks. It has already been shown on what occasion 


. the Apostle made the addition about ‘‘ vessels of mercy:” and : 
because there is no question with regard tothem, I shallforego 


any further explanation. 

And thus I think I have shown that this passage of the 
Apostle docs not serve to corinne that opinion which many 
suppose to rest on the fondation of this Chapter. But it did 
not seem best to treat the matters actually comprised in this 
Chapter at greater length, because that will be done more 
fittingly in another place, when we consider them by them- 
selves, not as supported by the authority of this or that 
passage. 

If any man will show to me 

That I with Paul do not agree, 
‘With ‘readiness I will abstain 

From my own sense, and his retain: 
But if, still further, one will show 
That I’ve dealt faith a deadly blow, 
With deepest grief my fault I’ll own, 
And try my error to atone.* 


* As Arminius bursts into verse at the end of this “ Analysis,” I have felt it 
incumbent on me to render his hexameters and pentametors into English rhymes, 
which, though neither sublime nor pathetic, give the spirit of the original pretty 
faithfully.—W. N. : 
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be Ves EXAMINATION OF | 

-\,  \THE THESES OF DR, FRANCIS GOMARUS 
\ RESPECTING PREDESTINATION. 
JAMES ARMINIUS, 


FORMERLY PROFESSOR OF SACRED THEOLOGY IN TIE UNIVERSITY 
: OF LEYDEN. 


‘TRANSLATOR’S INTRODUCTION. 


Tus “Examination” was written in 1604-5. (See vol.i., p. 261.) 
Why it was not comprised in the quarto edition of Arminius’s 
Works, issned in 1685, I do not know. That the Dutch Rditor 
was aware of its existence, is evident from the mention which he 


p. 11 of this volume.) Probably he could not obtain the MS. 


appears to be the only one, bears date 1645 ; and though the title- 
page discloses no name of printer, publisher, or place, the neat and 
' clear type and the dainty appearance of the little book would 
almost seem to indicate that it was a product of the press of ono 
of the renowned Elzevirs,—Louis, the second of the name, who 
lived and printed at Amstordam from 1640 to 1662, But ono 
of my copies of this volume includes in its vellum covers, amongst 
othor things, tho « Thoological Dispulations” of Simon Mpinoopinas ” 
and these, printed at Amsterdam in 1646, in a corresponding type 
and stylo, boar the imprint of Joun Branuw,—whoso namo stands 
as high as that of Elzevir in classical typography, and to whom wo 
may safely give the credit of putting “this posthumous offspring 
.of Arminius” in a becoming dress. . 
The preface to this ‘“‘ Examination” is from the pen of the 
learned Stephen Curcelliceus, or De Courcelles, who succeeded 
Lpiscopius in the Chair of Theology at Amsterdam, in 1643; and~ 
it will sufficiently explain his reasons for rescuing from obscurity 
a work which is of the highest value in the controversy with 
Calvinism, and which proves that, however diffuse its author might: 
necessarily have been in his larger treatises, he could, on occasion, 
write with a sharpness of logic and a vigour of style which are as 
admirable as his arguments are exhaustive and convincing. 

Copies of the Latin original are very scarce; and on that 
account I have the greater pleasure in introducing to tho reader 
aa my version of a work never before rendered into En glish. sep 

ri Pierre . . 
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makes of it in his Preface to the Conference with J unius.” (See - °° 


The Latin edition from which I have translated, and which 
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PREFACE OF THE EDITOR, 


[STEPHEN DE COURCELLES. | 


TO THE CHRISTIAN READER HEALTIT AND WELFARE | 


. Wnuart the cause is, why this posthumous offspring of Armi- 

nius “the. blessed,” which I now make public, has lain in 

obscurity so long after the others, it is not easy for me to Bay. 

I only know this for certain, that it has not proceeded from its 

being judged by its parent to be less worthy than its brethren, 

which have seen the light so many years ago. For in this, 
just as in those, may be observed readiness of wit, strength 
of demonstration, and clearness of learned discourse. And 
though perchance it may seem to some one, on glancing at 
the title, that, like an unskilful harper, he blunders along on 
the same chord,—as if, having already developed the predes- 
tinarian controversy in two books, he now handled it again 
for the third time,—I in no wise doubt but that those who 
shall condescend to look more closely into it will be of quite 
another opinion. For he employs so much dexterity in 
handling this yonownod argumont, that, whon anything olroudy 
said by himself or others requires to be repeated, ho removes 
all the tedium of repetition by ever new and erudite additions. 
So that in our Arminius you have the living effigy of that 
Scribe, ‘‘learned in the kingdom of heaven,” of whom the 
Lord Jesus makes mention in Matthew, [xil. 52,] and ye, 
as an opulent paterfamilias, ‘ brings forth out of his treasury 

hings new and old.” 

eri I weighed these thoughts in my own mind, 1 felt i‘ 
unjust any longer to grudge to the public so choice a treasure: 
and therefore I determined to submit it to the press as soon 


as possible. But while Iam awaiting. the printer’s leisure, 


i pur to mo 
lo, Dr. Gomar’s Works come out, which act as a 8} ath 


g for the course. For, when tho 
editors in their Dedicatory Epistle boast, that he ‘ eh ct 
with wondrous stccess makes head, not only Sd a 
Pope’s satellites, but also against that most pestilen ae 
the most crafty innovators, the stupid and insane Ses as 
the degenerate and pertinacious disciples of Luther ;’”’ m 


already bent in readines 


lee 
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ing by the ‘innovators the Remonstrants,—a customary 
formula of speech with those veterators [‘‘old stupids”’]; I 


_judged that it would also be agrecable for readers who are 


lovers of truth to know that Arminius formerly fought with — 
Gomarus, with no loss succoss than Gomarug had wilh the 
others. Far be it from me, however, to say that he ‘ made 
head against’ him ; since I have learnt from the relation of 
men most worthy of credit, that Arminius held nothing further _ 
from his mind than to descend into the arena against a 
colleague. For he, of all men, was the most devoted lover of 


peace and concord; and if the same desire had possessed oe 


Gomarus, perchance that sad schism which now vexes the 
Churches of confederate Belgium, would have been crushed 
in the very blade. Let not any one think, then, that he 
entered upon that contest of his own free choice; but he was. 
drawn into it, contrary to his intention, by the necessity of 
defending himself. For he perceived that the Theses which 
he here refutes were not composed by Gomarus, according to 


- the safe usage of the University, in order to exercise the 
Candidates of Theology, but were written out of order, to 
provoke him, whom he knew to be of the opposite opinion. - 


Wherefore Arminius thought it a matter of duty not to lcave 
Divine truth undefended, of which he was a Doctor and 
Ministor. And thenco has sprung the present little work, 
Which we now communicate to thoo, bonign Rondor, printed 
from the author’s autograph MS. 

But do not marvel that the Theses. of Gomarus which are 
here examined are not found amongst his Works with the 
rest. For his editors profess, in their Preface, that they have 
followed the latest editions of the Disputations which they give. 
But these were amongst the jirst, as having been disputed ~ 


- more than thirty-six years before his death. Why, then,— 


thou wilt say,—dost thou again push them forth into the 
light, when the author, on ‘‘ second and wiser thoughts,” 
intended to suppress the former and less accurate ones? Thy 
profit, Reader, has extorted that from us. For we perceived 


_ that Arminius’s “Examination” could not be understood by. 


thee, unless the ‘‘ Theses’ which he examines were adjoined. 
) 


Otherwise they might, for us, have remained buried in the 


eternal shades of oblivion. . . 
Meanwhile, because an opportune occasion here offers itself, 
we will not dissemble that Gomarus in his later Theses, ‘ Of 
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God’s eternal Deerce,” and “ Of Predestination,” seems to have’ 
said some things more correctly than in these which we give. 

For, having learnt from Arminius, he not only dismissed that 
absurd opinion, that God’s decrees are God Himself, but also 

defended the contrary with all his might, as may be seen from 

that portion which we append to the end of this book.* In 

the same place he also recognised the existence of conditionated 

knowledge in God; by the aid of which he removes from his 

doctrine that great absurdity,—the making God the author of 

the first man’s sin, and’ by consequent of all the other sins 

which are supposed to flow necessarily therefrom. Whence 

it is apparent that what Dr. Heinsius sings of him’ in his 

Epicediwm, as worthy of great praise, must not be received 
without exception : 


“ Unknowing he to yield to any one.” f 
-_ 


For in those points he did. yield to Arminius, or rather to 
manifest Truth, by whose brilliancy his. eyes wore dazzled. 


And perhaps he might have yielded in more points, had he | 


not been restrained by shame as to retracting what was 
written by himself. Of this I am persuaded by that ‘ frank- 
ness” which I find him using in laying down, against: the 
Palatine Catcchism, that ‘‘ the faith by which we are justified 
ig not tho samo action with the faith by which wo beliovo that 
our ging havo been remitted through Christ ;” or, that “ it. is 
not tho confidence of the remission of sins having been 
received.”+ -For, how great danger herefrom threatens tho 
docroos of tho Synod of Dort, is casily perecived by thoso 
whose brains are not in their heels. Accordingly the enter- 
taining that sentiment was formerly charged on the Remon- 
strants as a great fault, and was almost held as a crime, by the 
Wallachians in their Epistle to foreign Churches, and by the 
authors of the second Contra-Remonstrance.- 


But the same thing seems to have happened to this good 


man which has befallen many others, who gird themselves 
for writing in their youth, and afterwards, even though they 
get better views, yet do not dare to avow them; and put on 


_* As the extract from Gomarus here referred to is of no importance whatoyer, 
and was simply inserted by Cureelleus for the purpose of filling a blank leaf nt 
the end of this “ Examination,” (“ne seguentes pagelle vacarent,”) I have not 
thought it worth while to follow his example and give it moneosssertly — WV. Bs 

+ In Disput, de Fide salvifica, et in Appendice Analysts Cap. w. cl ei, ae 
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obstinacy as a shield to defend those things which they once 

rashly blurted out; unmindful of that saying of Salvian, in. 
his Epistle to Aper and Verus: ‘To fall into the error of a 

false opinion, before you know the truth, is the part of a simple 

and inexperienced mind: but to persevere in it, after you have 

become better informed, is the part of contumacy.” ‘They 

are afraid, forsooth, lest they should be called inconstant and 

weathercocks, or described as having an annual or monthly 

belief. And when there is not enough spirit to despise those > 
Jeers of the vulgar, they fixedly adhere, like oysters, to that 

opinion to which they were first borne, whether by chance or 

by design. As if it were to be charged as a crime upon any 

man, that he has made advance in the knowledge of Divine 

truth, and, having become old, has got to know something of 


which as a young man he was ignorant. So far as concerns 


myself, I am of such a frame of mind that I rush eagerly into 
the embrace of Truth, wherever I may fall in with har’ and 
Iam prepared no less to be conquered than to conquer in any 
contest instituted about her: and so, if ever that should befall 
me, I will gladly exclaim, with Cacilius in Minutius Felix 
‘As he is my victor, so am I the triumpher over error.” s 
But I'am detaining thee, kind Reader, too long in the porch.- 
I therefore dismiss thee to Arminius, after I shall havo ndded 
this one word : that thou wilt give me courage to impart to thee. 
cortain of his orudito commonts on Seripturo, of which tho 
originals are in our hands, if I shall ascertain that the read- 
ing of this little work has been agrccable to thee. Farewoll, 


mil take in good part our studious endeavour to promote 


Divine truth. 


Amsterdam, Calends of May, in the year of 
Christ’s Nativity, 1645. 
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EXAMINATION 


or 


TILE THESES OF DR. FRANCIS GOMARUS 
RESPECTING PREDESTINATION, 


WHICH HE PROPOUNDED FOR PUBLIC DISPUTATION IN THE UNIVERSITY OF 
LEYDEN, OCTOBER 81st, 1604; SAMUEL GRUTER, OF LEYDEN, BEING THE 
RESPONDENT. : é 

BY 


- JAMES ARMINIUS. © 


PREFACE. 


Mosr uscful and expecially necessary is that admonition of 
the Apostle, which prescribes the proving and serious examina- 
tion of dogmas propounded in the Church, before they are 
approved and reccived as true. For, since the most illustrious 

Doctors of tho Church, excopt Prophets and Apostles, have 
~ not been placed beyond the liability to error, it comes to pass 
that sometimes they utter things which they have not been 
taught by God out of His Word, but which either thoy 
thomsclyes have originated out of their own human spirit, 
or have accepted from others, to whose authority they attribute 
more than is right. Nay, and that very thing may happen 
oven then when they themselves think that they have examined 
tho dogmas which they propound by tho rulo of Seripture. 
Sinco this is so, you will not take it amiss, most illustrious 
Gomarus, if I weigh, according to the Scriptures, those Theses 
which you composed not so long ago, and propounded for 
public disputation, and if I state candidly and modestly what 
I find wanting in them. Solemnly and in God’s presence I 
protest that I take up this task, not from a desire of conten- 
tion, but from an earnest wish to inquire into and goarch out 
the truth ; to this end, that the truth may become known 

more and more, and may everywhere obtain in the Church of 
’ Ghrist. Which purpose I have perfect confidence that “ie 

also placed before yourself, when you were setting about a 
disputation. In our spirit and design, then, we agree, ee we 
strongly dissent in our judgments: of which dissension 
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make God—speaking in the Scriptures—the arbiter, as I ought 
to do; and reverently adoring His majesty, and praying for 


- ‘pardon from Him, I will venture upon this design, to examine 


the Theses themselves, and their proofs noted in the margin,* 


THE TITLE. . 

The titlo is, ‘Of God’s Predestination:” the amplitude of 
which I do not find fault with, as going beyond these Theses 
themselves. For I readily suffer the general name to be 
attributed to that predestination, about which there is most 
discussion in the Churches at the present day, and tedious 
controversy amongst Christians. But this is the predestina- | 
tion of angels and men to everlasting life and death. 


THE PROEM 
Consists of thesé two Theses. 


THESIS I, OF GOMARUS. 


Since the difference between those who are to be saved and 
those who are to bo damned, and God’s predestination, is 
set forth by Prophets, (Exod. xxxiii. 19; Mal. i. 2; Isai. x. 
22,) Christ, (Matt. xxv. 84, 41; John vi. 48,) and by 
Apostles, (Rom. viii. 28; Eph. i.; 1 Peter i.; Jude 4,) for 


the instruction and consolation of the Church; and since — 


it is & principal part, as it were, of Divine Providence, and 
subject-matter of the Gospel; we affirm that it may usefully 
be taught in Schools and Churches, and ought so to be, with 
reverence, truth, prudence, 
THESIS Il, 


With reverence; that we may handle sacred mysteries with a 
sacred mind and tongue religiously and with constancy, nor 
carp at what we do not understand; but, as if about to 
ascend the mount of God, with Moses, let us put off the 
impure shoes of prejudice and affections. (Exod. iii. 5.) 

With truth; that we may sincerely follow the canon of 
Scripture and the measure of faith ; (Deut. iv.2; Gal. vi, 16;) 
in order that we may be able “not to think more highly 
than we ought to think, but to think soberly.” (Rom. xii. 8.) 
With prudence; that,—regard being had to the edification 
* The Scripture references, here called “proofs,”? will be found in this trans- 

lation placed in the ¢ew?, in parentheses, for greater convenience.—W. N, 
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of tho hearors,—synihetically, for tle more advanced, moro 
solid and generous food, as it were, may be provided; but, 
for tho moro tondor, analytically, by leading up little by 
little from the lowest and middle grades to the highest, more 
sparing dict, and such as excels, as it were, in perspicuity. 
Being about to rehearse this doctrine from the beginning, 
under the guidance of God, for the understanding and glory 
of His predestination, we will begin with the words. 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS I, ~ 


No ‘‘ difference between those who are to be saved and those 
who are to be damned” is set forth in Scripture for the 
instruction and consolation of the Church, which docs not 
serve either for explaining the mode in which salvation is 
acquired and damnation avoided; or for persuading to the 
use of that mode by the desire of the former and abomination 
of the latter ; or, lastly, for drawing sure conclusions about 


obtaining salvation by the right use of that mode. But “ the | 


difference between those to be saved and those to be damned” 
which is propounded in these Theses can serve neither for the 
instruction nor for the consolation of the Church, because it 
‘docs none of those three things. Yea, in Thesis xxxii. con- 


solation from the certainty of election is ascribed to predesti- 


nations which loachos, nob what particular porsons, nor how 
many, but what sort of porsons, God has cloctod to salvation, 
Let the definition of predestination laid down in ‘Thesis vii. 
bo taken in hand, and let it be shown how it can bo used for 
touching, oxhorting, comforting. or it is not denied, by those 
on whose account this Proem has been employed, that thero 
may and ought to be teaching about God’s predestination, 
but that the teaching may and ought to be in this or that mode, 

Tho passages of Scripture annotated in the margin.are of 
no service for the proof of this Thesis, except on the pro- 
supposition that these Theses, concerning that difference of 
those to be saved and those to be damned, and concerning 
predestination, contain an opinion in accordance with tho 


| Scriptures. Most of them will hereafter have to be examined — 


for another end; and then it will appear how far they conduce 
towards proving this proposition. 

The second reason why predestination may usefully bo 
taught, and ought so to be, on the ground that predestination 
_ jg “ subject-matter of the Gospel,” coincides with the former: 
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for, that it is subject-mattor of tho Gospel, and that it was sot 
forth by Christ and the Apostles for the instruction and con- 
solation of the Church, do not differ ; oxcopt perchance the 
words contain this exaggeration of the former reason, that not 
only is it set forth, like many other dogmas, for the instrue- 
tion and consolation of the Church, but that it is the most 
especial matter of the Gospel itself. But this is unimportant : 
it is of greater moment that this predestination is styled “the 
subject-matter of the Gospel:” for that signifies that the 
Gospel professedly treats of this predestination of God; which 
must be proved by a comparison of the Gospel, and of the defi- 
nition contained in Thesis vil.; and at the same time it must 
be shown how predestination is the matter of the Gospel, and ~ 


_ yet the Gospel is not the revelation of predestination except 
secundum quid, ‘‘ relatively, 


cE 


‘as ig said in Thesis xi. Does 
any doctrine teach its subject-matter card tu, “relatively,” and 
not aos, ‘simply or absolutely?” It must be noted also, 
that if any doctrine be the matter of the Gospel, it is not — 
deduced from the consequences of certain passages, but is 
established by express and perspicuous testimonies in the — 
Gospel. Therefore, if predestination be the matter of the 
Gospel, it cannot be that Jesus Christ is oxcluded from its 
definition and essence, who is the principal object and matter 
of tho Gospol. (Rom. i. 8,4; x. 8,93 1 Cox. 1.235 and ii, 2.) 
But in this whole troatiso no montion is made of Josus Christ, 
except where an exposition is given of the means appertain-. 
ing to the execution [of predestination]. 

‘A principal part, as it wore, of Divino Providence ”}— 
God’s providence, as they understand it in the Confession of 
the Belgic Church, art, xiii., andin the Catechism, quiest. 27, 
does not comprehend under itself God’s predestination, of 
which the the object is rational creatures indefinitely fore- 
known, salvable, damnable, creable: for it deals only with 
created things ; and this predestination with non-created, nay, 


and with things not about to be created, but with creable 


things. Wherefore the word * providence” must here be taken 
for the decree of God universally, by which He deals with: 
salvable and non-salyable things, damnable and non-damnable, 
and all things creable. 3 


ON THESIS II. 


« Reverence” |—God’s predestination, while hidden in mys- 
you. II. . “MM 
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tery, cannot be treated by human mind or tongue; but can 
be, when revealed cither by the Law or by the Gospel; and 
then indeed it must be treated reverently and with thanks- 
giving ; so far as we have perceived it from the revelation, 
—with humble investigation, so far as it has been revealed 
and manifested in the word, but not yet understood by us. 
The desire to “carp” ought to be absent. But far different 
is the ratio of those things which are brought forward by 
men beyond the Scriptures: at such things truly it is allow- 
able to “carp,” even though they are not perceived by the 


understanding, if forsooth they can be proved by sound reason - 


to be dxatadnrra, “incomprehensible :” such as this: That 
. God -ordains the causes of damnation, and yet is not to 
' blame: which the most illustrious Beza himself acknow- 
ledges to be inexplicable. (Art. x., at foot; or Adv. Castell. 
De Predestinatione.) 


The advice, however, respecting “ laying aside prejudice and - 


affection” is wholesome; and I wish it may remain fixed in 
the inmost fibres of the mind of all Candidates of Theology. 
Then truly many would not defend with such vehemence and 
animosity dogmas in proof of which they cannot produce one 
jot of Scripture in its right sense. But what every one has 
imbibed from his parents and precoptors when almost a boy, 
he retains and defends tooth and nail, when he has arrived at 
maturity, without instituting an oxamination by tho Serip- 
tures; frequently embracing his opinion for certain belief. 
Wherefore I altogether approve of the advice given, in the 
second place, respecting “truth,” as being well said in the 
general: but whether it is rightly applied in these Theses, 
will hereafter be particularly considered. ‘“‘ Prudence ” more: 
over is required in a minister of the mysteries of God, that 
he may dispense them according to the capacity of his auditors: 
but how more solid and more tender food can be distinguished 
by the synthetic and analytic treatment of. predestination, I 
should indeed be heartily glad to learn. For I hold that eyen 
to babes in Christ this predestination may be synthetically set 
forth, by which God determined to justify believers in Christ, 
to adopt them, and to bestow on them eternal life : to which 
position [each believer] will subjoin, by analysis, that he 
himself believes on Christ, and therefore, being absolved from 
his sins, and adopted as a son of God, expects eternal life from 


a merciful Deity. 
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Definition of the Name. - 
THESIS Ill. OF GOMARUS. 


‘Oplteiv properly denotes to “limit, define:’”? whence the 


metaphor derived from it, dad tis épobecias, ‘ from fixing 
limits or boundaries,” (Acts xvii. 26,) sometimes in Sacred 
Scripthre signifies to ‘‘declare.”” (Rom.i.4; and Chrysostom 
on the same place.) More often, however, it is transferred 
to a purpose of the mind, a destination and decree, (Acts. xi. 
29,)—just as by a similar transfer reOévai, “to lay down” ~ 
(in the mind), (1 Thes. v.9; 1 Peter ii. 8,) and rdrrew, “to 
ordain,” (Acts xiii. 48; xv. 2,) érouudfew, “to prepare.” 
(Matt. xxv. 84,41.) And as both the place of a thing is 
said to be “‘determined” by an agent, and a thing to be 
“bounded” by the place containing it, so both the decreed - 
and destined purpose of God, and the thing decreed and 
destined, is said to be apicpévov, “ determined,” but in a 
quite different degree. (Luke xxii. 22; Acts x. 42.) For — 
the former is determined by the will, and therefore apucpévn 
Boum}, ‘determinate counsel;” (Acts ii. 23;) but the 
latter, by the action and deeree of the former, which there- 
fore is commonly accustomed to be called opeopos, “ limita- 
tion” or “ appointment,” 


PIIUSIS IV. 

Hence is deduced, in the same sense, but with expression of 
the circumstance of the relative time, mpoopifew, ‘to deter- 
mine beforehand.” ‘to prescribe” or “limit,” ‘to fore- 
appoint,” “to predestinate :” (Acts iv. 28; 1 Cor. il. 7 :)—to 
which agrees mporTi0évat, “ to propose” or “ purpose,” (Rom. 
i.13; Eph. i. 19,) and wpordrrew, “to preordain,” (Acts 
xvii. 16,) mpoeropatew, “to prepare:” (Rom. ix. 23; 1 Cor. 
ii. 9 and 7;)—from which the ancients, for the sake of 
teaching, formed the word mpoopicpov, ‘* predestination ;”’ 
to which answers mpé0cous Tis kapdlas, ‘* purpose of heart,” 
(Acts xi. 23.) 

CONSIDERATION BY ARMINIUS. . 
In this explanation of words I find nothing to desire: I 
_ only offer this admonition: When, in the Scriptures, a decree, 
purpose, predestination, preparation, preordination, is attri- 
buted to God, let diligent search be made as to what thing is 

presented as an ‘object to God decreeing, purposing, &c., 
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about which He is employed, and what respect or relation has 


acerued to that thing by God’s preordination or predestina- 


tion being made. 


Distinction of Predestination, and Contraction of the general — 


Notion to God’s special Predestination, of which we are 


here treating. 
THESIS V. OF GOMARUS. 


But as, by virtue of the diversity of the efficient will, there is : 


one destination and: predestination which belongs to the 
Creator, and another which belongs to the rational creature ; 
(Acts xi. 29;) the former, on account of its infinite excel- 


lonco, is dosorvedly sometimes denoted synecdochically by 


the gencral word. (Luke xxii. 22.) 


THESIS VI. 

Then again, as all predestination is distinguished by its object 
and its subject, so also that of God; which either regards 
generally any things whatever, and signifies universally 


God’s eternal decree; (Acts ii. 23; iv. 28; xvil. 26; 1 Cor: 18 
ii.7 ;) or regards specially rational creatures solely, and their — 


supernatural cnds, and the means thercto belonging, and 
is related to part of God’s decree and providence. — 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON TIUGSIS Ve 


Ono belongs to the Croutor, nother to tho erowtive ]— 


Since the predestination about which theso Theses discourse 
hag a sulvablo and ercablo object, and that first in order ; 
and is occupied about the salvable as predestination to an 
end, about the creable as predestination to the means thereto 
belonging ; and as predestination to’ an end is superior to 
predestination to the means, for the latter is done by favour 
of the former; it will not be-out of place to ask whether God, 
who is the efficient cause of His predestination, is here rightly 
distinguished by the title of “Creator,” as being one which 
is not properly fitting for Him with regard to the whole of Ilis 
predestination, nay, nor with respect to His most important 
predestination : although I do not dispute that attributes 
sometimes signify their subjects simply, without regard to the 
precise meaning contained in the etymon of the attribute. 


ON THESIS VI. 


‘Tg distinguished by its object and its subject ”]—Sinco 


coe 


sea a aly Aah, era eee 


wen 


Irshad as abolish 
seeds 


aes re aye shad. Eeriaas Bese hea os ees cs ia oey, 
FS Re neemeenencet Se ce Speen eaten caer ae 


ver 


Dee AORN 3 = % ¥ » 
reat . : > aes $ plat See 
Gash wasabi mks Wika esa cabs Le tases 
PSE oI reel BOLIC OS og be ieee 
M4 ¥ v. « : Sth ce wee. 


Vil, hese  ‘WXAMINATION OF GOMANUS. 533 


there is no respect or relation of actions to the subject, 
as far as it is distinguished from the object, actions cannot 
be distinguished by the subject. It is introduced, indeed, 
by external action, as by internal action the form or quality 
to be introduced into the subject is determined: but the name 
of “subject” has relation to the form or quality, not to the 
action ; which the subject does not receive into itself, but the 
object suffers the subject to be made of that form or quality 
for the introduction of which that action is employed by the 
efficient. Thus the body is the object of the physician when 
curing, and of the cure; but is the subject of health: the 
soul is the subject of knowledge and virtue, but is the object of 
the teacher imbuing it therewith, and of instruction: a believer 
is the object of God saving and of salvation (salvationis), but 


‘ the subject of safety (salutis). If, however, any one urge that 


the action itself is sometimes so reccived by the object that it 
may be said to bein it also, as in the subject, I will not contest 
the point strenuously: but since predestination is an internal 
and immanent act, and places nothing in the object, I confess _ 
I do not understand how predestination can be distinguished . 
by object and subject. But of this more at length on Theses 
ix. and x. 

‘Which either regards generally,” &c.]—Predestination, 


 gonsidorod in tho yenoral notion, dood indvcd royud nny 


things whatsoovor ; but in this conse, that God doals with a 
particular object by a particular act of His prodestination : 
which is also taught by the places of Scripture cited. For it 
is ovident from thom that God’s predestination is not cireum- 
scribed by this object alone, of which we are here treating, but 
that a particular object is also everywhere subjected to it. 
Well then, let these things be understood just as I believe our 
author himself understood them. And these remarks, indeed, 
may have been simply preliminary to the definition itself of 
predestination, with which we have here to do: into which 
let us forthwith look, as it has been laid down by this author, 
with placid mind and unbiassed eye. It is to this effect : 

Definition. ; 

THESIS VII. OF GOMARUS. . 

And this in some measure we define as the purpose of God, 
(Rom. ix. 11; Eph. i. 11; 2 Tim. 1. 9,) whereby, out of 
rational creatures indefinitely foreknown, He preordained 
certain ones, of His own right and good-pleasure, (Rom ix. 


bs nite aoaduss on ‘it . 
gi tsey eS Fiedetiraniialh si 4] va se) “oh 
Bait ae baited : foscamyage 5 ad ; 
ut t ied Be OH! ing Lacing at ye r 
$i! odd birobostat of ro 7 
dé cd. Mott nlor cast “ doonfae * . E 
“apers Po sjctest eid detdw ; «ata ; 
ri wil at Fooctiva a swiise fog } 
By Heh dlotuin Ww iol otal ac? wa ; ; 
padi wl Vhod ost edt bnciesis ai: 
cen! ; ots ft % ims syubet . 

Y Sassyiolvorns le Freee Ga? Be THe - 
$8 diwou:si di qotinited wstias ; xa 


or ‘ a” atin f : : ' ’ -* 
je pos oe Tas 204) ) he ae GI 


sO Ly rin} : id ny .S 
; Ge betuivacuee ul Vent! wok ? . 3 
fat wi? ae! ark mend ht rds l of bie oo ype : , 
a: + partie fer Y Yelararaett: dato 


atied.deedig bas Aon diosa 
L Dadite:s Se as Wt c ight? 
axis? vs suit ot 


ban Pt ee et dye 
wilt te Sed epi!) aa 

ath: yet hia 
Hal) is 1s dest 


ie 
a whe ae 


ibttea eiel? yt 
2 Ale 


flow tesinite oat Te viewer t te. 


a oti Jo. te hea aO% myateat edit Ge. 


iW Luseungniteib si coitanites bea eae, 


_ 


joey OA! ba uber a ae! 


stchbe 0 x nee ~ - ae 


doide uupituerbbaghonug ‘hots 
rhe; add ebhep utoted deidv todjone bn 


y 


obuotye letgdeh aanuiegoe Yi nonin 


“F282 ier ooltnd) bool 


i 


+Y @ieeaT 


hot) tc lad) oly Ge doople & 


‘gate bos erolaiw Somat) vate 
a eects | Nabiac, ee 
2: lanolin inane alee 0 neki 
LL eiladnt ils i laren rs Leanteuogia i x 
7 fie owen bos) i ali. cs 
wates were, 
} / amb oj oa italod aut 
inwla codweltebe dae a 
ni dealdis iia ta slave Sa 
h Giiewlas oil} dn ba _tnigoneo & bak? 
LOSE vibe in old sors edt trode Ata ; 
i MICA TRRA Ny Re. lia jae iain 


fe 
AE 


aa 


“2 i sol amaneg oult Ob dag bye 
io had fom Hay Hj met ede 
y attT th een coy Pableliie oily rity | 
tai? Seis xd batleiuys 
r ir i ordstt 7 uneqoxey feat 
reo slr “her leane re ieahax 
fy} faethe aan 
‘ly “Uglies Stoo(lite ial Qhiaper serie 


StS Oth) st dears tuo gaat 


olay vi 
iS sBOnle Bir ve 
a = 
a 


584 THE WORKS OF JAMES ARMINIUS. (THES, 


15, 18; Eph. i. 5,11; Matt. xi. 26,) to their own supor- 


natural ends, and to creation in the upright state of original’ 


righteousness, (Gen. i. 27, 81,) and His other means; to the 
glory of His saving grace, wisdom, and most free power. 
(Rom. ix. 21-23.) 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS VII. 


The thing defined in this place is the predestination of 
angels and of men, as well to eternal lifo as to death, its 
opposite. Thereto a definition should have been fitted which 
would suit equally foreach. Wherefore here all things should 
have been enunciated generally: the genus, the object, the 


subject distinguished from that, according to the authov’s idea, — 


the impulsive causes, the ends to which predestinated, the 
subordinate means, lastly also the end itself of predestination, 
or rather of God when predestinating. 


permit it, and consequently whether this definition be true, we 
will premise a few things in general. ee 

1. Since this predestination of God is called in Thesis i. 
‘the matter of the Gospel,’’ I do not see how this extends to 
the predestination of angels ; nor, to prove that, is it sufficient 
to cite any passages from which the predestination of angels 


may be deduced or drawn by way of consequence; but it is. 


necessary that that very thing should be taught in the Gospel 
professedly and designedly; for tho matter of any doctrine is 
therein treated of set purpose and in chief. 2. It must be 


noted that in those passages which have been adduced no. 


mention is made of the predestination of angels, but that all 
of them relate to men alone and their predestination. 3. 
Sacred Scripture nowhere subjects one and the same object 
uniformly both to the decree of being saved and salvation, 


and to the decree of being damned and damnation. Let us | 


consider each separately. | 
The genus is “the purpose of God:” but the passages from 


which that is taught do not appertain to angels at all, neither 


to predestination to death. Not to angels: for in Rom. ix. it 
is expressly said, ‘The children being not yet born;” 
[verse 11;] and the samo is evident from Ephes. i.: ‘In 
whom also we have been chosen, being predestinated accord- 
ing to the purpose’of Him who worketh all things after tho 
counsel of His own will.” [Verse 11.] If you say, But He who 


Before we consider _ 
severally whether the nature of the matter itself and Scripture 
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worketh all things after the counsel of His will, also effects 
the predestination of angels after the counsel of His will; and 


go ““purpose” will be set over that also as its genus:—I 


reply, that it does not follow therefrom that the genus is 
univocal : for the purpose may be far other and widely differ- 
ent by which men, and that by which angels, are predestinated, 


even if we lay down and concede the predestination of angels. 


Not to death: for the purpose of God, of which mention is 
made in Rom. ix. 11, is said to be “ according to election ;”’ 

that is, to include the children of the promise only; therefore — 
it is not respecting the children of the flesh, unless by con- 


_ sequence, that He who elects also reprobates. But the two 


axioms are opposite to each other: “I will count the children 
of the promise for the seed;” “TI will not account the chil- 
dren of the flesh for the seed.” The passage in Ephesians 
treats only of predestination to life and salvation. However, 
I readily concede this, that God’s purpose is the genus of the 

preordination of unbelieving men to damnation. | 


He puts as the object rational creatures indefinitely fore- _ 


known. Here is a twofold dxupodoyia, ‘ inaccuracy of expres- 
sion.” For they are called “creatures” ex prolepsi, by 
anticipation :* for there were not as yet creatures, nay, not — 


about to be created, but only creable. But.where proper objects, 


oixeta, are to be placed on a level, as in definitions, no figure 
must be made use of: but when nocosgsity shall have com- 
pelled the enunciation of the object in that manner, it must 


_ be considered whether the same does not point out that 


“salvable” and “to be saved” are wrongly placed before 
“ereable” and “to be created.” Hence, since foreknowledge 
is of future things, strictly speaking, there is no indefinite 
foreknowledge: for it is knowledge that is indefinite, not fore- 
knowledge: for the particle ‘‘ fore”’ restricts the knowledge of 


possible things to the foreknowledge of future things,—things ~~ : 


that shall be. This is apparent from a comparison of the 
object, and of the action employed about it. For the possible 


_is from eternity, and the foreknowledge of God is from eternity. 


It was not known before it was possible: for being known is 
to be possible. The Schoolmen, indeed, have made use of 
that expression; but let them correct it according to the 
nature of the matter. Now for-the thing itself. 


* Sce Thesis xiii, where the author [Gomar] himself commands that prolepsis 


be forbidden, 
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Scripture nowhere holds out this object for God’s predesti- 
nation to salvation or to death: those words at least aro 
nowhere read in Scripture. Tho passage, Rom. ix., treats 
eloquently of those who were from Abraham and Isaac, actu- 
ally in tho oxocution, in the mind of Qod according to predesti- 
nation. If it be said, ‘“‘not yet born,” I shall say that that 
was not said before their conception; to say nothing moro 
about that passage, of which we will hereafter have a more 


earoful consideration. Not from Eph. i.; for. everywhere tho 


mention is not of men only cither existing or considered as 
existing, but also of believers. 2 Tim. i. 9 speaks of the 
gracious purpose in Christ; as also, in Eph.i.; Rom. ix, 15 


and 18, the discourse is about mercy and hardening, which - 


presuppose misery and sin. 


The subject is, ‘‘ certain particular ones, out of those known le 


indefinitely.” But neither can this be proved from the Scrip- 
tures; that is, so that nothing must be considered in those 
particular ones, except that they are to be saved and to be 
created, every other quality or action and passion being 
excluded. The passages adduced do not prove that. For in 
Rom. ix., as has been said, misery and sin are presupposed : 
for there is no mercy where misery is not, no hardening except 
on account of sin. In Eph. i. 5 there is mention of adoption 
into sonship through Christ, which actually belongs to nono 
but believers; therefore has not been decreed except to believers. 
Vorse 11 repeats the same predestination, and everywhoro 
- makes mention evdoxéas, of ‘ good-pleasure,” which is in 
Christ, In Matt, xi. [25,] 26, tho revelation is said to hayo 
beon mado to babes, and the Gospel hidden from the wise. It 
was not, then, to particular persons, without any other addition, 
Here the foot must be firmly fixed: some passage must be 
produced, where either the object or the subject ot predostina- 
tion is described without the condition of quality or form, a8 
they call it, which is not different from the respect signified 
by the word ‘“salvable,” ‘‘ to be saved,” ‘to be created.” . It 
is added, “of His own right and good-ploasure;” by which 
the mponyoupévn, ‘ antecedent,” cause seems to be signified, 
and at tho samo timo its cquity to be asserted ; the former 
being denoted by the word “ good-pleasure,” the latter by the 
expression “right.” Let us sco about both. 
God’s right over a nonentity, or over what is only possible, 19 


(rns, 


an expression which cannot be used except metaphorically and - 
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ina borrowed meaning. For the right or power is the rela- 


tion between two oxistences properly, and indecd one that 


_ derives its origin from some communication of one to the 


other. But there is no communication between God and the 
possible: which will bo evident to most, if we divide or distin- 
guish that right, according to this author’s intention, into the 
right of dominion and tho right of judgment. Over the pos-- . 
sible God has no right of dominion, much less of judgment : 
for every just dominion proceeds either from the well-doing 
of him who is the lord, and from his antecedent well-doing, 


_ or from the preceding ill-doing of him who isthe servant. “Is 
- it not lawful for Me,” says God, ‘ to do what I will with Mine ~ 
“own ?” But God cannot say respecting the possible, “ This 
- is Mine.” Let that be so, however: allow that God has a 


right over the possible: has He: the right also of willing to 


damn it and sentence it to eternal punishments, without any 


other consideration of it than that it is possible, and possible 
that it may be rational? ‘Be it far from Thee to condemn — 


_ the righteous with the wicked, who art the Judge of the earth.” 


(Gen. xviii.) Moreover, suppose we allow that He has this 
right; will not the first act of the Lord,—who has right over 
anything, either of willing or of inflicting damnation on it,— 
in which He shall deal with that, be the volition of damna- - 
tion ?—and this of that Lord who is, and is called, the Highest 
Good, and is communicative of Ilimself, who is both supremely 
good and the cause of all good! See also and again whether 
that doctrine does not mark out God to us as being not more 
supromely good than supromely bad, nay, moro inclined to 
will evil to men than good, since He wills damnation to more 
than Ie wills salvation. Let us so beware of falling into 
Pelagianism as not to slip into a doctrine still worse than the 


- Manichean itself. And these things have been so uttered ag 


if it had been conceded that God wills salvation and damna- 
tion to any one as Lord, not as Judge; which has not as yet 
been proved: but of that hereafter. xa 

But that the word “ good-pleasuro ” should be used respect- 
ing the will or yolition of damning, Scripture does not permit, 
especially where what is called ‘ predestination ” is sct before 
God’s purpose... Let those passages of Scripture where it is 
used be examined. Yet there is one place where it scems to 
be prefixed to reprobation also. Matthewxi. 25, 26: “I con- 
fess to Thee, O Father, Lord of heayen and earth, that Thou 
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hast hid theso things from the wise and prudent, and hast 
revealed them unto babes. Fven so, Father, because so it 
pleased Thee :” or, ‘‘so was the good-pleasure in Thy sight.” 
But if we have regard to the Hebraism, it is not necessary to 
adopt this roading: for tho sonse may bo, “ IT confess to hoo, 
that, since 'l'hou hast hidden those things from the wise, Thou 
hast revealed them unto babes: for it is the good-pleasute 
of God to uncover those things to infants, and His pleasure 
to take the wise in their own craftiness, and to confound them,” 
The office of Christ, and His affection, and the form of that 
discourse, seem to favour this sense. His office was to save: 
“T came not that the world by Me should be condemned.” 
Affection of gathering and enlightening: ‘‘ How often would 


I,” &c. And He was the Light: “I would that ye were’ 


blind.” The form of the discourse is eucharistic: but He ren- 
ders thanks to the Father only respecting this, that He had 
revealed it to babes; an illustration being adjoined from the 
contrary. 

But let us grant that the word “ good-pleasure” has refer- 
ence there to both members of the clause equally; this does 
not bring any advantage to the cause which is here discussed. 
For God’s good-pleasure, pleasure, volition, delight, desire, 
may be about rejecting and reprobating the wise and the know- 
ing, oven if it bo not about rojocting and roprobating those 


that possibly might be damned and created, that is, the damn- 
able and erouble: for the formor belongs to tho consequent. 


will, the latter to the antecedent. In those there is desert of 
rejection: in these mere capacity, nay, not even capacity, 
since the non-existent, and those not considered as oxisting, 
are not capable of rejection. But there is just so much 
difference between the consequent and the antecedent will, 
that, to what particular persons He wills life by the antecedent 


will, to those very ones He wills death by the consequent will, » 


and is delighted in their perdition. Yet they are not put as 
objects for the antecedent and the consequent will in the same 
manner: to the former, as sinners; to the latter, as contu- 
maciously persevering in sin, contrary to the invitation te 
Wisdom. (Proy. i. 26, 26.) The Thesis adds, what the salvable, 
damnable, creable, &c., are predestinated to. : . 

1. To their own. supernatural ends. On which particular 

words I may be allowed to make some annotations. (1.) low 
~ can eternal damnation be called an “end,” when an end has 
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some ratio of good implied in it? For TéXos, ‘an end,” and 
éoxaroy, ‘the last thing,” are notthe same. Unless perchance 
any one will say that even this is a good thing for the creature, — 
that he should serve God for the illustration of His wrath : 


contrary to tho cloar word of Christ, “It had boon good for 


that man if he had not been born.” But here perhaps it will 
be taken for éoyarov, that is, for “the extreme,” or “last 
thing.” Is it then probable that the first volition of God, 


which deals with the possible, is about the extreme term of mee 7 
16? (2.) How can either salvation or damnation be called - . 


his own end in respect of one that may be saved, damned, 
and created? A nonentity hag nothing of its own. But by 
the act of predestination is its own salvation or damnation 


effected? But whose? That, you will say, of the person to 


be saved or damned. Nay, but then one may consider two 


-things therein,—the subject and the adjunct: but truly as 


yet there was no subject here, not even in the Divine mind 
and will, whose first volition is about saving and damning any 
one possible to be saved or damned. That is akaTadnT Tov, 
‘“‘incomprehensible,” and therefore deserving of repudiation. — 


(3.) The supernatural has respect to the natural, and indeed ~~ 


as the later to the former: therefore the supernatural end 
has not been willed for the possible not considered as having — 
naturo; much less, not considored as boing ablo to hayo naturo, 
‘‘Wirst the animal, then the spiritual.” (1 Cor, xv.) Whence 
it follows that God wills a supornatural ond only for a thing 
now possessing nature, or considered by God just as if it had 
nature by its creation. Then how is damnation styled “ guper- 
natural,” which rather should bo ealled “ contrary tc naturo,”’ 
as being that which does not elevate above nature, but brings 
in something contrary to nature ? 

2. To creation in an upright state of original righteousness, 
and their other means.. Omitting consideration of the other 
means which are not’ mentioned here, we will consider about - 
creation: respecting which I see that two questions may here 
be asked, (1.) Whether it is the medium of this predestination 
of God, considered generally, without regard to that state in 


which man-was created. (2.) Whether it is a medium, in 


respect: of that state, as well of predestination to life as of 
predestination to death. We will hereafter treat of this last 


‘specially. Now let us examine the former only. It is eyen — 
* more than true that the creation of angels and men was made 
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according to somo decree of God. ‘or God docs nothing in 
time which He has not decreed from eternity: for ‘known 
unto Him are all His works from the beginning of the world.” 
(Acts xv. 18.) But by what argument it can be proved that 
creation is a means by which God executes that predestination 
which we are here discussing, I certainly do not see. 

Not from Scripture. The passage cited, Gen. i. 27, describes 


man as created after the image of God: verse 31, teaches that ° 


all things created were in God’s judgment very good. But 
there is no mention of‘the relation which exists between 
creation and predestination, nay, not even of predestination 
itself. But this often happens in quoting passages of’ Scrip- 
ture, that they belong to the explanation either of the subject 
-or of the object of the proposition laid down, but in no manner 
to the proof of the connexion of the attribute with the subject. 
But it is just that about which the question is: not whether 
God created angels and men, but whether that creation is the 
medium by which God executes the decree of predestination. 
Perhaps the passage which is subjoined, though for another 


purpose, will prove the same. It is Rom. ix. 21-23. But. 


neither does that prove it. For the potter is said to have 
power over the clay, but the clay is not clay without the act of 
crontion, The mass also out of which a vorsel ia mado to 
honour and to dishonour, is not that shapeless matter from 
whieh don hive boon mnde, bil, necording lo Auguiline, tho 
mass of corruption: although it may be denied, and that on 
good grounds, that tho hoayonly potter is thero troated of, 
sinco in verse 22 there follows tho application of tho com- 
parison, which is not of similar things, but of a greater and a 
lesser. Fitting together for destruction is not creation: for 
there are “ vessels of wrath,” that is, destined for wrath, which 
applies only to sinners, as is eviderit from the opposite pre- 
paration for glory, which is of the ‘vessels of mercy.” There 
is, then, no passuge by which it can be proved that creation 
is the means by which God executes predestination to salva- 
tion and damnation: or if there is, let it be brought forward, 
and it shall be discussed. 

But they affirm that that opinion rests upon reason: since 
it is the part of a wise artificer in every action and work to 
have the end primarily in view: But God is a most wise 
Artificer. I concede the antecedent: I deny that the con- 
sequent is deduced therefrom. God wiscly ordains all Ilis 
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actions, wisely carrics thom through: Ile decrood to make 
rational creatures, and made them most wisely, to the glory of 
His wisdom, goodness, and power; which end He attained by 
creation itself. Jor by that very action which grace decrees 
as of a certain end, it attains that end itself: otherwise the — 
action would be in vain, and appointed in vain. If any one 
say that salvation and damnation are the ends wherefore 
rational creatures were made, I shall deny it, and shall with — 
good reason require proof, since God’s end cannot exist out- 
side of Himself. But let a careful comparison be instituted 
between creation and salvation and damnation, and between 
the decree of creating, saying, and damning; and it will. 
appear that just as creation is prior to salvation and damna- 
tion, so the decree of creating is prior to the decree of saving 
and damning. For there is the same order in the decrees as 
in the execution : nor can God will to save that which is con- 
sidered as not yet made. For, what God is not able to effect 


by His own power, that He cannot will by that volition which | ; ee 
requires the use of ‘power in order to effect anything. ButGod 


cannot by His own power save that which is non-existent : 
neither is this a sign of impotency, but of the unyarying 


- wisdom and will of God; which wills that this order shall 


oxist in things, that subjects be prior to accidents, substances 
to qualities, actions, passions; nay, that it belongs to tho 
formor proporly bo be, bo bho Inblor only blo be be Add, that 
God does not create ag a Saviour or Condemner, but saves 
and dumns as a Creator and Legislator: nor doos Lo thoro- 
fore create, becauso Ie has the right of saving and damning ; 
but, becauso He ercated, He has the right of saving and 
damning in that mode which His own wisdom and equity shall 
dictate. Moreover let the twofold communication which God 
has appointed be considered: the one of good which has either 
the trace or the image of God; the other of good which is 
God Himself: that is the former, this the latter ; that creation, 
this salvation: by the former this world rose into being, by the 
latter the future and new world will arise; each perfect in its 
kind, though the lattor is the moro excellent. Yot the former 
is not asa medium to the laiter as its end; for each is perfect 
in its own kind. But the end is the perfection of the thing of 


_ which it is the end. 


The end follows: ‘To the glory of His saving grace, Wis- 


dom, and most free power.” 
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In tho first place, a dofect must hore be noted in the recount- 
ing of the end: for there is nothing which is opposed to grace, 
when yet predestination is here defined as being to death, which 
was not dono to tho glory of saving graco; unloss porchanca 
reprobation also be said to conduce to the illustration of grace 
towards the clect. But in that respect reprobation will not 
be collateral to election, but subordinate, inasmuch as its end 
is subordinated to tho ond of oloction: yot this is troatod in 
all the Theses as a collateral and opposed species. Then 
again it must be considered that those words are applied to 


the predestination of men and angels in an equivocal sense. 


For the saving grace by which salvation has been destined for 
mon is of onokind; of anothor kind, that by which it las boon 
destined for angels: of one kind, that by which the salvation 
of men has been administered ; of another kind, that by which 
the salvation of angels: another power also has been used 
upon men from that used upon angels: all of which I will 
hore only glance at by the way, because an opportunity will 
horoafter be presonted of dealing with them more at length. 
Another grace: because salvation was destined for men by 
grace in Christ, and has merey joined with it. .2 Tim.i. 9: 
“Who hath saved us, and called us with a holy calling, not 
according to our works, but according to TTis own purpose and 


grace, Which was givon us in Christ Jesus before tho world — 


bog.” ph. i. Or “Wo tho prnino of the glory of Tis graco, 
whereby He hath gratuitously embraced us in the Beloved,” 
Nom, ix. 23: That Ifo might mako known tho richos of His 
glory on the vessels of mercy, which He had afore prepared 
unto glory.” But the angels have not been saved by grace in 
Christ, not by grace joined to mercy. It is also by another 


wrath, opposed to grace, that men have been damned, from — 


that by which angels have been damned. Angels, by tho 


wrath which they incurred because they had not kept their own — 


abode, because they had not stood fast in the truth : men, by 
the wrath which they incurred because they were unwilling to 


return to their abode, because they were unwilling to be mado. - 


free by the Son and restored to the truth. Another wisdom: 
for the wisdom which God had marked out beforehand for our 
salvation was “known by the Church to the principalitics and 
_ powers,” and even the angels ‘‘ desire to look into” it. (1 Cor. 
ii, 7; Eph. iii. 10; 1 Peter i. 12.) But itis the same wisdom 
by which the purpose was carried out, as that which was 
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~ marked out by God beforchand for His glory. * Another power : 


For by so much the more just is the power of damning unbe- 
lievers, by how much greater is the erace conferred on them 
than tho graco hestowod on angols. Of tho liborty of tho Di- 
vine power we will treat hereafter at full length. 


Tere follows an Explanation of the Definition, part by part. 
THUSIS VII. OF GOMARUS. 
- The remote Genus. 


The purpose of God is as it were the remote genus, indicating 

. at once the efficient and the perfecting cause : whence these 
general attributes of predestination necossarily follow. Jirst, 
eternity; (Matt. xxv. 84; ph. i. 4; 2'lim.i.9;) because 
it is an internal action of God, in which there is nothing 
temporal, nay, and, on account of its supreme simplicity, 
nothing which is not Himself: ‘‘ Known unto God are all 
IIis works from the beginning of the world.” (Acts xv. 18.) 
Thon again, immutability, which flows forth from eternity, 

‘ (in which there is no change,) and which belongs to Him by 
His simple and unchangeable nature and counsel. (Numbers 
xxill. 9; Mal. iii..6; Prov. xix: 21; Isai xiv. 27s) xiv 
Jamos 1,17.) From tho certain supposition of which, and 
of tho dostined end, arises the certainty of the prodestinated, 
and tho noocossity ¢& droddoews, ‘ from lrypothosis,” and of 
the consequence (which, according to the correct and per- | 
petual consent of philosophers and divinos, evn como with 
absolute contingency and with that of the contingent). 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS VIII. 


The philosophers say that two points must be known before- 
hand about every thing: Whether it is, and what its name is. 
Therefore we must know about this predestination also, whe- 
ther it is: for any one will readily allow, that, if it is, it is 
the purpose of God. But if any one denies predestination 
of this kind, such as has been described in Thesis vil. pre- 
ceding, he cannot be convinced from the Scriptures. But the 
genus of a thing not existing cannot be marked out. It will 


* The original has, in gloriam NosTRAM. But that is an evident slip of the 
nuthor’s pen: the printer—generally a very correct man, though he has let 
“nAno” appear on his title-page for “Anno”’—could scarcely have mistaken 
suam for nostram,—W, N. ; 
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also bo readily agreed, that, if that predestination exist, sinco 
it is God’s purpose, it is eternal and immutable: but since a 


non-entity has no affections, wo will not say of that predesti-. 


nation that it is either eternal or immutable. But, allowing 
that it exists, let us look at the attributes as they are ascribed 
to it. 


Eternity will rightly be attributed to it, on that ground, . 


because it is an internal action of God: for every internal 
action of God is eternal also. For it deals either with an 
object which is the same with God, and God Himself, or with 
an object which is indeed another than God, but united to Him 
in understanding: but with an object of this sort God does 
not begin to deal in time, but from eternity. For His intelli- 
gence is not increased; and intelligence offers nothing anew 
as an object to the will, which it has not presented as soon as 
it perceived it. The Divine will also does not make use of 


delay in deliberation, but, as soon as any thing is presented ~ 
as an object to it by the intellect, performs its office respect- - 


ing it. But that reason, that there is in God nothing temporal, 
and nothing which is not Himself, has neither been correctly 
expressed, nor is it true. Not correctly expressed : because an 
action is not well said to be in God, but from God; though 
flowing from Him not extrinsically. Not true: because not 
every action proceeding from God immanently is God Him- 
solf, Vor tho actions by which God doals with any object 
which is separate from God Himself, and by which He deals 
frecly with that object, cannot bo God Himself. Tor thoso 
actions may not be, but God is a necessary entity : nothing in 
Him is contingent. And what is added to this reason contra- 
yenes it: for the works of God, though known to Him from 
eternity, cannot be God Himself. 

It is useful to ascertain here also to what purpose and pro- 
destination of God the passages of Scripture noted in tho 
margin belong. To prove its eternity: Matt. xxv. 34. Tho 
kingdom was indeed prepared from eternity for those who are 
called “blessed ;” but prepared according to that purpose by 
which God determined to adopt believers, and bestow on them 
eternal life.. For “they who believe are blessed with faithful 
Abraham :” therefore the blessing was decreed to them also. 
(Gal. iii. 9.) Grace, indeed, was given before the ages of timo 
and according to His purpose; (2 Tim. i.9;) but grace was 
given in Christ, and therefore according to the purpose which 
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He made in Christ, In Eph. i. 4 the blessing in Christ is 
plainly treated: therefore it was not prepared with that pur- 
pose which has been here described, but by predestination in 


. Christ. : zs 


Immutability is also rightly attributed to the purpose of God : 
but it must be understood as the purpose or decree ig an 
auction of God,—not as by that word the thing decreed and 
destined is sometimes signified ; which does not receive immu- 
tability from the action of God when employed about it. And 


about this very action it is necessary to have a right under-— 


standing ; to wit, that God’s volition cannot be said to be free 
in respect of its beginning, but necessary in respect of its pro- 
gress, because God’s internal actions are immutable. lor God 
from eternity decreed freely to create the world, and could then 
not will: so also with a free will He creates the world; for - 
His will freely wills and freely executes the decree. Otherwise 

God would be said to will indeed freely, but not to act freely ; 

and His free will might be spoken of as employing itself 

inwardly about an object, but, when about to use the power, 

then as using it not freely to produce [an effect], but neccs- 

sarily, because it cannot not-produce, the decree having been - 
made. Hence I think that phrase is confuted, that what is — 
done is done necessarily in respect of the Divine decree. . For 
so God created the world necessarily in respect of His decree ; 
and in what respect /reely? Tn no respect, forsooth. Tf, how- ~ 
ever, any one say that it was freely, because, if He had not 
mide the decree, He would have been able not to create; | 
answer that in this case liberty is ascribed, not to the act of 
creation, but to that of volition. 

Let us urge this moreover: He would have been able, you — 
say, not to create, if He had not decreed : I ask, then, whether 
He would have been able to create, if He had not decreed. 
lor, if it is a suflicient reason for ascribing liberty to the act 
of execution, because the execution would have had a possibility 
of not taking place if the deeree had not been made, then itis 
just as necessary for the execution to be possible to be as for 
it to be possible not to be, if the decree had not been made: 
for, in that respect in which He freely executes, He could both 
execute and not execute. It will therefore be inferred that 
God had the power to create the world without a pre-existing 
decree about creating it. But He cannot create unless He 
wills to create: therefore He can will to create not from eter- 
“you, Ill. : NN : 
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nity ; which is contrary to the ‘lhesis laid down, that the in- 
ternal actions of God are eternal. In order, then, to get out 
of this labyrinth, we must conclude that God both wills freely 
from the beginning, and wills freely when He acts, and acts 
frecly, and yet without any change ; which is excluded as well 
hy tho intinile wisdom of God, which offers always tho sumo 
object in the same mode to the will; and by the will itself, 
affected always in the same mode towards an object pointed 
out by wisdom. ’ 


Let us see what our author deduces from this immutability. 


“yom the certain supposition of which,” says he,—namely, 
of immutability,—‘ and of the destined end, arises the cer- 
tainty of the predestinated, and the necessity €& drobécews, 
and of the consequence.” First let us look at the words, then 
at the mattcr. ‘The certainty and necessity of the predesti- 
nated” is an ambiguous expression. For, either the necessity 
by which they have been predestinated can be understood, or 
the necessity by which they attain their end : likewise either 
the certainty which the predestinated have respecting the at- 
tainment of their end, or that which is consecutive upon that 
eud. But we presume that this is the author's meaning: ‘hat 
from the immutability of God’s decree, and the supposition of 
the destined end, the predestinated will certainly and neces- 
sarily—namely, by necessity from hypothesis and of the con- 
sequonco—attain their end, But lot us consider what sort of 
a-notion this is. 

Since any thing may be said to follow or arise out of another 
in vw twofold manner, cither as from the sutocodent principle 
and cause of the thing, or as from the antecedent principle and 
cause of the conclusion; I may be allowed to ask, with regard 
to which kind of consequence or existence what is said may be, 
or ouglit to be, understood, For the words have an ambiguity, 
taken according to the author's intention. They seem, indeed, 
as if they ought to be understood of the second kind, because 
mention is made of the certainty and necessity of the conse- 
quence: but the place itself does not seem to allow of the 


words bearing thissense. For what should here be treated of © 


does not seem to be the argument by which it ean be concluded 
syllogistically that the predestinated will certainly attain thels 
end, but the cause from which it comes to pass that they cer 
tainly do attain it. Wherefore, since tho words permit, nays 
require, the sense which the passage seems to repel, it is quite 
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| 


necessary for us to look at the words, to ascertain whether b 


chanco they have been used wrongly by the author. ' 

_ Certamty properly is not an affection of an existing thing or 
of one about to happen, but of the mind certainly knowing or 
foreknowing that the thing exists or is about to exist: whence 
tv runsferenco is made to the ovent of tho thing; not that 
any mode is added to the event,—for it is the same that a 
thing will happen, and that it will certainly happen,—but that | 


~ it may be signified to another that there is no reason to doubt 


of the event,coming to pass. But necessity is an affection of — 
the being, and adds a mode to the event, by which itis said — 
that a thing will happen necessarily, and is opposed to the 
mode which is called ‘‘ contingency.” Therefore the same 


" idea is not expressed, when it is said that a thing will happen 


certainly and necessarily: for the one word is only about 
futurition, the other about the mode also of futurition. This 
necessity ig that of the consequent, by which a thing exists 
from its antecedent beginning and cause, so that it cannot - 
not-exist from it: to which is opposed the contingency of the 


* consequent: so that in no respect can these words be used 


about the same thing. But there is a necessity called by 
philosophers ‘‘ the necessity of the consequence,” which does 
not belong to a simple, but to a complex entity, according to 


which a conclusion is deduced from antecedent premises by a ° 


syllogistic reasoning ; from which causo it is also called syllo- 
gistical necessity: and this necessity exists in the whole 
legitimate arrangement of the syllogism, not in this or that 
part, whether premiso or conclusion; unless it have also what 
they call the necessity of the matter, which falls in with the 
necessity of the consequent. ‘he necessity of hypothesis, 
according to the nature of the hypothesis, will fall in with 
this or that. If the hypothesis be the antecedent principle 


- and cause of the-thing, it will be the same as the necessity of 


the consequent: but if it be the antecedent principle and . 
cause of the conclusion only, it will be the necessity of the 
consequence.. . ; aA 
_ But now, if our author wished to denote, from the immuta- 


‘bility of the Divine purpose, and the supposition of the destined 


end, that the salvation or damnation is concluded of him who 

has been predestinated to the one or the other, and indeed that 

they are concluded by a fair consequence; whence certainty. 

may exist in his mind who accounts both premises true, nay, 
2.N.2 
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and does exist on account of the premises lid down; I have 
nothing to say against it. For they for whom salvation hus 
been destined by the immutable purpose of God, will obtain 
sulvation; nor shall it come to pass that they will not obtain 
salvation. Yet it does not follow from hence that they are 
necessarily saved: for the word “ necessarily ” cannot be added 
to the conclusion by the necessity of the form alone, but it is 
necessary that there should be in addition the necessity of the 
matter; which, if it be rightly explained, will fall in with the 
necessity of the consequent. Tor example: “ Whatever God 


has foretold will come to pass:-God has foretold that Christ 


will die: Therefore Christ will die.” ‘The conclusion’ cannot 
be drawn, “ Therefore Christ will dic necessarily,” unless that 
‘word has been added in the major, in this manner: “ What- 
ever God has foretold will come to pass necessarily.” But 
now that major will be denied : for it is sufficient to establish 
the truth of a prediction if that happens which God foretold 
would happen, even if it do not happen necessarily: nay, 
since the word “necessarily” adds a mode to the event, the 
event will not answer to the prediction, unless the necessity 
be either added in both places, or omitted in both. 
But if—as the pussage itself seems to require, and the forms 
of speech familiar to this author and others who concur with 
him appear to ‘idieate—this be the sense of the aubhor,-—-thut 
from the presupposition of tho immutability of God's purpose 
and of the destined end the salvation aud death of the elect 
nnd reprobate necossarily oxist, 8 from the antecedent 
principle and cause of the matter, which is the nocessity of 
tho consoquont,—that | shall altogether deny: for the predes- 
tination of those who are to be saved wid damned remuns 
unmoved, with the contingency of the consequent ; that 1s, 
yon if they be contingently saved aud damned, Nay, if by 
the Divine decree, not the necessary mode of salvation or 
damnation, but only salvation and damnation was decreed, 
then the execution does not answer to the decree, if the pre- 
destinated are necessarily saved or damned. 
the confession of this author, that mode has not been settled 
beforehand: for, if it had been settled beforehand, the neces: 
sity would not now arise from the presupposition of the 
immutability of the purpose and destined end, but directly 


from the purpose and decree itself. i 
In order to make this plain, here are these syllogisms for 


But, according to - 
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you to look at :-—‘‘ Whatever God has decreed to come to pass, 
that will como to puss: But God has decreed that this man be 
saved, that man damned: Therefore this man will.be saved, 


that man damned.” Here there is no necessity, except that 


of the consequence. But let it be in this form: ‘“ Whatever 


- God has decreed to come to pass, that will necessarily come to 


pass: But God has decreed that this man be saved, that man 
damned: Therefore this man will necessarily be saved, and 
that one necessarily be damned.” ‘This is not necessity of 
the consequence, but of the consequent ; a necessity concluded ~ 
not from the syllogistic form, but from the necessity of the 
matter; and that depends not upon any presupposition of the 
immutability of the decree, and of the destined end, but on 
the decree itself immediately. But the major in that syllogism 


ig false; therefore there is no conclusion... But if any one 


wishes to make the major true by this addition,—‘‘ Whatever 
God has decreed to take place necessarily, this will take place 
necessarily,”—then the minor will be false: ‘“ But God has 
decreed that this man be necessarily saved, that one necessarily 
damned.” Wherefore the conclusion will not follow,—‘ There- 
fore this man will necessarily be saved, and that one neces- 
sarily be damned.” ‘The fulsity of the minor will appear from 
my previous remarks, because then God will not save and 
damn frecly. You will say thal it docs not follow; for Unit 
God can freely produce an effect, which yet will aviso necessarily, 
rod willing to produce the effect by His irresistible oumipotence, 
I answer, that there is a contradiction in the adjunct,—that - 
God produces an effect freely, and that ib arises vecessarily. 
However, sinco mention is made of irresistible omnipotence, - 
‘t should be known that it is so called not in respect of tho 


~ effect,—for the power does not act upon the effect,—but in. 


yespect of that which receives the action or suffers the action 
of the agent, as being that which cannot impede the action of 
ivvesistible power. So here, {his man will be said to receive 
freely salvation given to him necessarily; but that one to 
receive freely damnation brought upon him necessarily... But 
salvation and damnation must be distinguished, as they are 
conferred by God, and as they are received by their subjects. 
He has freely decreed to confer them, and does freely confer. 
them : therefore the necessity 1s not inferred from the decree. 
But you will say, that even according to that it is truly said 
that the elect necessarily receive salvation, and that the repro- 
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bate necessarily get damnation. Right: but that does not 


follow from the decree, but from this,—that He determines to- 


use omnipotent action, which neither the elect nor the repro- 


bate can resist, and does use it in the act itself. And to this- 


conclusion entirely must those come who affirm that the elect 
and reprobate are necessarily saved and damned, if they would 
wish to preserve their doctrine. safe and unimpaired. But 
this they are afraid of, because it would betray its own 
absurdity, and would deservedly be rendered hateful. and 
odious to all. For they describe the purpose of predestina- 
tion as of this kind, concerning. the saving and damning of 
men; and if they should say that its execution, which they 
subjoin to it, is effected. by irresistible omnipotence, imme- 
diately not only the falsity of that doctrine, but also its impiety, 
nay, and blasphemy, would be apparent. Jfor the fall of the 
first man is amongst the means of execution, and so are all 
the sins of the reprobate. ‘They are silent therefore as to 
what must be said, if indeed they are wishful to explain how 
the predestinated are necessarily saved and damned by the 
decree of saving and damning. . For salvation and damna- 
tion are not conjoined with the decree, except by the inter- 
mediate power, which is the executrix of that will or purpose. 


But the truth, which is in harmony with the sacred writings, | 


will dave to deseribe such a predestination or purpose of God 
nhout damning and saving mon, as that thore need ho no 
fear about placing irresistible power over its execution : nay, 
irresistible power cannot but be placed over the execution of 
that decree. Lor damnation, as it is the infliction of punish- 


ment, and therefore against the will of the person about to be » 


‘damned, ought to be inflicted by a power which cannot be 
resisted by that person: otherwise the reprobate would con- 
trive to put damnation away from himself. Salvation also, 
to which all the gates of’ hell oppose themselves, ought to be 
conferred by a power which the demons cannot resist, and 
which the person to be saved neither can resist, nor wishes 


to resist. I'or an almighty Judge will pronounce the sen-_ 


tence and execute it upon both. Such is the decree by which 
God has determined to bestow eternal life on believers, and to 
condemn unbelievers. This decree will stand against all the 
gates of hell, though day and night they gnash their tecth 
about that decree made in Jesus Christ, the bruiser of the ser- 
pent: to Him be praise and glory, Xe. ; 
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1 
What is included in a parenthesis has been put in by the 
author chiefly on account of me, who have said that necessity 
and contingency do not coincide in one and the same subject. 


‘Nor-do I change my opinion, haying no fear of the autho- 


rity of those who hold the opposite. Daring man that I am! 
who set myself in opposition to “ the perpetual and correct 
consent” not only “ of-all philosophers,” but also “ of all 
divincs!” How shall I escape?. Under what patron and 
defender shall I shield myself? Shall I take refuge in denial, 
and say that there is not a “ perpetual consent of philosophers — 
and divines ?”’- Troops of ancients and moderns will be pro- 
duced, and I shall be held fast bound. And suppose I should 
affirm that that consent of theirsis not “correct :” if] should 


‘do so, weighed down by the prejudices of such and so many, 


I shall be rejected from a statement of the cause, as being 
unworthy of being heard.in the most worthless matter. Mise- 


able man that I am! to whom no other refuge lies open, - 


except to confess that they have said what is right, but that I 
have never contravened their ‘‘ correct consent.”. 

But do you suppose us to be dolts, who believe that these — 
things can be reconciled,—that necessity and contingency can” 
never coincide upon one and the same subject, and yet that 
the necessity of the consequence can fall in with the contin- 
goney of the consequent? Gently, if you please : there is no 
necd of a Inborious reconciling of utterances which aro in no- 
respect repugnant to each other. Opposition ought to bo of 


‘the same predicate and subject: but in these two utterances 


there is not tho same predicate, not the sume subject. Not 
the. same predicate: for I understand it with respect to the 
necessity and contingency of the same genus, either both of - 


‘the consequent or both of the consequence. and what is the 


opposition between the necessity of the consequence, and the 
contingency of the consequent ? They haye not been put 


“under the same genus. Not the same subject : because the 
necessity and contingency of the consequent belong to a simple 


entity ; but the necessity of the consequence belongs to a com: 
plex entity in syllogistic arrangement. O happy me, to escape 


-such a blow! = = +: 


“But this is not the way in which you have explained your- 
self.” Nay; Isaid that nothing comes to pass at once neces- 
sarily and contingently, not even in respect of God's decree. 
When I said ‘comes to pass,” I was speaking of the necessity 
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and contingency of the consequent. For what comes to pass 
necessarily, comes to pass from a necessary cause, or at least 
eannot but come to pass. I made no mention of a necessary 
conclusion, from the syllogistic arrangement of the middle 
term with the parts of the question. J*or who can be ignorant 
that both necessary and contingent things are concluded by a 
syllogistie necessity ? If this explanation is satisfactory, I 
rejoice indeed, whether it had necessarily to be made by me, 
or whether I have here been fighting against my own shadow ; 
who may have thought that that was said against me which 
the author by no means wished to say against me. But if it 
is not satisfactory, then one or the other is necessary,—either 
that the author holds that necessity and contingency of the 
same genus cam coincide upon the same subject; or that he 
‘ defines the necessity of the consequence in Another way than 
I do: of which latter I conceive a suspicion from hence, 
because he supposes that it can be concluded thus bythe neces- 
sity of the consequence :—God has decreed this: Therefore it 
will necessarily be done :—which I altogether deny the possi- 
bility of doing, and indeed with the “ consent of” all who treat 
of Philosophy and Theology in a right manner. 

Vor that conclusion proceeds not from the necossity of tho 
form, but from the necessity of the mattor, which coincides 
with tho necessity of the consequent: and so in reality it will 
bo confostod that tho nocossiiy of tho consoquont and tho cone 
tingency of the consequence can coincide upon one thing. 
This then is what he should have said, if he wished to use 
words correctly, For, when Adam is spoken of as necessarily 
and contingently fallen, the necessity of tho fall and the con- 
tingency of the consequent are said to belong to one and the 
same: which I say cannot happen in any respects ; because 
the necessary and contingent divide the entire amplitude of 
being. But such things as these cannot coincide, Tor if they 
coincide upon one and the same being, they do not divide the 
amplitude of the entire being, nor the universal entity. I 
add,.those statements are contradictory which deny infinitely : 
for that which cannot not happen, comes to pass necessarily } 
and that which can not happen, comes to pass contingently : 
but to be able not to happen, and not to be able not to happen, 
are contradictory terms. Which is plain from this scheme (or 
arrangement) : at 
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\ _ Possible —Can happen Contrad. Cannot happen #—Impossible 


\ 


or Contingent—Can not-happen Conirad, Cannot not-happen—Necessary . 


+ The Object and Subject by which the Genus is contracted. 
THESIS IX. OF GOMARUS. 

But in order that this remote genus may become proaimate, 
we restrict according to the matter, as they say, both the 
objects and the subjects by this common. difference,— 
“ whereby, out of rational creatures indefinitely foreknown, 
[He foreordained] certain ones.” (Rey. xvi. 8.) They differ 
in order and number. ix 

THESIS X. 

In order: because the object is antecedent, but the subject 

~ proceeds from its predestination. Jn number: because the 
former is the whole, the latter part of it. For the object 
presented to the predestinating will by the boundless fore- 
knowledge of the Divine intellect,—which is the knowledge 
of things possible and not yet defined, whether they are 

future, or not to be,—is, all rational creatures that can be 

saved and created: but the subject of predestination is, 
certain ones out of them. Tor as God wus able to destine 
innumerable other creatures also and otherwise, and to 
aronto thom, by yirtuo of TTis omnipotence, (L Tim, vi. 16,) 
and offered that as an object to Tis will, by virtue of Tis 
infinilo and unbounded knowledge, (1 Wha. i. 175) 60 Ie 
predestinated only a certain number of them, and certain 
persons, by the purpose of His will, by virtue of His liberty. 
(Matt. xx, 15.) 

: TIIBS1$ .XI. 

The mystery of which number, and of the particular persons 
in it, He alone “knows who predestinated them without 
counsellors. (Rom. xi. 84; 2 Tim. ‘ii. 19.) Wherefore the - 
Gospel may be styled the Revelation and Bock of Predesti- 
nation, not absolutely, but only relatively ; (Rom. xvi. 25 ; 
Eph. i. 9; iii. 9;) since it denotes absolutely neither the 
matter nor the form of the number: that is, it does not — 
declare whom severally He would predestinate, (with the 
exception of a very few, John xvii. 12,) nor how many, but 
only in general of what sort. (Rom. viii. and ix; Eph. 1.) 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS IX. 
What we had to say universally respecting the object and 
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5d TIE WORKS OF JAMES ARMINIUS. [vis. 
tho subject enunciated in those words, we have noted down in 
our examination of the definition. Here, however, he adds 
that the object and subject differ in order and number: which 
he will explain and prove in the following Thesis. Let us 
therefore hasten on to that. 


ON THESIS X. 
It is known that ability in those things which proceed from 


another and are not eternal, precedes the act in order: there- 


fore also the possible precedes the future in the same order. 
It is also known that ability extends more widely than the act 
which follows ability: and therefore the number of possible 
things exceeds the number of future ones. These positions 
being thus laid down, it follows that what can be saved or can 
be created precedes in order what is to be saved or is to. be 
created: and moreover, that there intervenes between the 
can-be-saved and the to-be-saved, between the can-be-created 
and the to-be-created, an act of the will predestinating and 
decrecing, by which act the relation of the to-be-saved ‘and 
to-be-created is added to the can-be-saved and can-be-created ; 


that is, the relation of the future, to the possible; by which 
same act the infinite or indefinite number of the can-be-saved 


and can-be-created is contracted to tho lesser number of tho 
to-be-saved and to-be-created ; that is, the number of possible 
things is coutracted to things that will be. Yet I confess 1 do 
not perceive that it hence follows that the can-be-saved and 
can-be-crcated is objective matter, the to-be-saved and to-be- 
ereated subjective matter, which proceeds from predestination, 
But this is a small point ; for we must not contend vigorously 
about words, when there is agreement about things. 


But, that the object of that purpose of predestination which | 


is described to us in Scripture, and which is said to be tho 
foundation of Christianity, of our salvation, and of our cer- 
tainty about salvation, is rational, salvable, creable, (we must 
add, damnable,) creatures,—this certainly can be proved by 
no passage ; to wit, that the formal ratio of that object 18, to 
be salvable and damnable: for the creable is not the object of 
the decree of predestination about saving, but of the decree 
- about creating, which according to our author has as 
“replaced by and subordinated to the decree about saving on 
damning. Nay, in the Scriptures no decree or ae 
God is propounded, whose object is the salvable and the 
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damnable; that is, so that no other formal ratio is attached 


, tothat object, except that it be salvableand damnable. What — 


is more, since the object is prior to the operation of the 
ability occupied about it, it cannot in the first place be called 
by such a name, which is deduced from its relation to that 
ability, but it is necessary that it should first be called by 
some other name. I'or example: the object of seeing ability 
is what is visible: but since that name belongs to the object 
from its relation to the power, it is necessary for that object 
to have a name beforehand on that account, and one which 
absolutely denotes it: such is the name “Colour.” But this 
object cannot be called by any other name. If any one say 
that rational creatures are called “indefinitely foreknown,” I 
shall say that thismame does not belong to that object, because 
it was not yet created, nor considered as created. If he say 
that it is possible, this ‘ possible” is here equivalent to 
‘‘salvable:” whence is evident the absurdity of this device, 
by which an object is subjected to the decree of predestination, 
which is spoken of as ‘‘salvable,” and cannot be called by. 
any other name. : 

Scripture teaches that the adequate object of predestination 
to salvation is sinners penitent and believing ; to damnation, or 
the object of reprobation, sinnors porsevering in their sins and 
unbelieving. or we are not here treating of angels, respect- 
ing Whom Sceripturo says litle. It declares that the merito- 
rious cause of damnation, constituted by God, with regard to 
the law, is sin; with regard to the promise of grace and the 
Gospel, impenitence and infidelity. But the meritorious cause 
of damnation, in the order of nature, is prior to the will and 
the decree of damning. Tor the meritorious cause does not 
move the power, or ability, to execute the decree of damning, 
but moves the will of damning to decree damnation to some 
one; which will so immediately uses the executive power that 
nothing intervenes between the power and the will: how could — 
it, since power has no regard to. merit, but knowledge and 
will have ? Bagh ioe 

More arguments could be adduced in relation to this, but 


‘we shall hereafter have to speak of them specially, and perhaps 


with better occasion. But now let us look at the passages 
cited. That, 1 Tim, vi. 15, teaches nothing but that God is 
‘the Lord of Lords;” wherefrom I can easily suffer it to be 
concluded that Heis omnipotent. In1 Tim. 1. 17 God is said 
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556 TH WORKS OF JAMES ARMINIUS. [rnime, 
to be ‘‘ wise; wherefrom I can easily allow it to be concluded 
that He by His wisdom knows all things, and by the same 
wisdom sets His will to determine what things are to be created. 


But what has this to do with the matter before us? The ~ 


passage, Matt. xx. 15, is added, which stands thus: ‘‘ Is it not 
lawful for me to do what 1 will in mine own?” But neither 
is that of any use for proving the proposition. for it is pre- 
supposed that the salvable and damnable belong to God, when 


they do not. Then again, even though God might say, “ The . 


salvable and damnable belong to Me,” yet before it could be 
said that God can appoint the salvable to be:saved, and the 
damnable to be damned, it must be proved that God wills to 
do this. For this passage says only, that it is lawful for God 
to do what He wills with and in His own; which will be evi- 
dent from this syllogism :—‘ God can do what He wills in His 
own: But He wills to do this in, His own: Therefore God can 
do this in His own.” Here, yousee, God’s power is concluded 
from His will: so far is it from its being a fair conclusion from 
this passage, that God has predestinated by the purpose of 


Tlis will, by virtue of Ilis power and liberty. I add, that the: 


passage does not treat of persons over whom God has & cer- 
dain right, but of things, as is evident from tho context itsell, 
T vequire, then, proof of what is. here said ; namely, that the 
object of tho purpose of predostinalion 16 sulviblo wand dame 
nable, not yet erented, not yet fallon; sinee the question if 
concerning the predestination of men. 


ON THESIS XI. 

Tt is most certain that God alone knows the number of 
angels and of men, namely, how many they are ; and ee it 
also knows who of them will be gaved and damned, and whie 
particular persons are reckoned in each class. But T do no 
at knowledge is anywhere in Scripture called 
by the name of “mystery.” And as both these eet 
known to no man, s0 also the knowledge of them ig nel Ly 
Which Christ signifies in one clause, 
when, having been asked whether many oF pk ob ae 
- saved, He answers, “ Strive to enter in at the fs : ant He 
(Luke xiii, 24:] in another, when, having been asked 9) 


“And what shall this man do?” He said, “If I 


+ A. 
John xxi. 21, 22 ‘| 


remember that th 


neccessary nor useful. 


disciples, Ms 

will that he tarry, what is that to you; [ ales 

that is, “ What is it to you what becomes of this man Nay, 
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| 
as it is impossible for man to comprehend that, even if God 
were willing to reveal it, so also it would be hurtful for man 


. to know it, whilst, placed in this animal life, he must be hable 


to certain affections, and perform certain functions among 
men, which that knowledge would contravene. It is not 
wonderful, therefore, that God has not revealed that in His 
Gospel. And it is rightly here said that the Gospel cannot be 
called ‘“‘the Revelation and Book of .that Predestination ” 


‘which is here treated of, amas, “absolutely and simply :” 


whence I conclude that this predestination is not the matter 
of the Gospel, as has been said already. But neither can the 
Gospel be called ‘‘the Book and Revelation of that Predesti- 


‘nation” xara tv, “velatively:”’ for the Gospel is called the 


Book of Predestination only.on that account, because it 
declares in general terms what sort of persons God has pre- 
destinated,—as tho author himself. confesses in this same 
treatise. But ‘in all this predestination there 1s no mention 
of that quality; nay, there cannot be mention thereof, because ‘ 
there can be no quality in the object, nor in the subject, of 
predestination, as that doctrine is here laid down. Therefore 


‘the Gospel is not a Revelation of this Predestination even 


rolutively. 

‘lhe passages cited teach that the Gospel is neither absolutely 
nor relulively the book of that revolation.. In ltom. xvi 265, 
the calling of the Gentiles is said to have been formerly silent, 
but revealed by the Gospel. In Mph. 1. 9, God is said to have 
made known to us the mystery of His will, not relatively, but 
simply: but this will is God’s decree about saving believers in 
Christ, as is evident from the whole chapter. In Eph. iii. 9, 
also, mention is made of the revelation of the mystery hidden 
from eternity, but which belongs to Christ, and to the un- 
searchable riches of Christ. But there is nothing about Christ 
in this decree of predestination : nay, He is excluded from that 
decree, though included in the execution of the decree, as we 
shall hereafter see. But I owe great thanks to the author for 
his open confession that the Gospel teaches nothing of pre- 
destination, that is, about the object and subject of predesti- 
nation, except as to what sort God has predestinated in the 
general; and for citing, in proof of that very thing, Rom. viii. 
and ix., and Eph. i.: whereby he confesses that nothing else 
is taught in those chapters about predestination, but what 


. sort of persons God has predestinated, 
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Since, then, it is right for us to proclaim nothing else about 
any dogma but what God has revealed in His word, it follows 
that nothing else must be taught about predestination but what 
has been revealed in the Gospel: whence moreover it follows 
that, smce the author does not here explain what sort of 
persons God has predestinated, he has not adduced the doctrine 
of the Gospel. Itfhe say that the Gospel does not teach whom 
particularly God has predestinated, but that still God in the 
general has predestinated some to salvation, some to dammna- 
tion; and that he has set forth these by the words “salvable” 
and ‘‘damnable,” and therefore that he explains in the general 
from the Gospel whom God has determined to save, whom to 
damn; that is, the salvable and the damnable: I answer that 
the particles “whom” and ‘of what sort” do not differ in this 
respect in Seripture, namely, in that general consideration. 
For in Rom. vii. and ix. and Eph. i. the expression “ what 
sort” is never used, but everywhere “whom ;” in which places; 
however, the author allows that itis taught what sort of people 
God has predestinated in the general. So Rom. viii. 29, 380: 
‘“Whom He foreknew,’—‘‘ whom He predestinated,”—“ whom 
He called,”—‘‘ whom He justified:” that is, He foreknew 
believers ; He predestinated believers ; He called bel'evers to 
that communion and conformity ; He justified believers, and 
ut longth glorified believers, So Rom. ix. 15; “TL will havo 
mercy on whom I will have had mercy.” ‘* Whom He will He 
hurdencth.” [Verse 18.] Yo the Mphesians [tho Apostle] 

uses the particle ‘us; but He thereby denotes them 
“not us men, bug as Deliovers: for so far thoy aro in 
Christ, and have communion with Christ, and morcover 
have been destined to communion with Christ. And when 
answer shall be mado out of the Scriptures to this question, 
“ Who are to be saved, and who damned?” the names will have 
to be produced by which the persons aro denominated, with 
their qualities and actions: as Heb. iii, 18: ‘To whom sware 
He that they should not enter into His rest, but to them that 
had not obeyed ?”” In 1 Peter ii. 7, to whom is Christ ‘on 
honour?” ‘To-you which believe.” “To whom is He “a 
stone of stumbling?” ‘To the “disobedient.” [Verse 8.] 

But indeed, if this author be asked, Whom has God decreed 
to be saved, whom to be damned? he will not, according to 
theso Theses, be able to make any other reply than that they 
are the salvable andthe damnable, ‘Truly an excellent reply: 
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such as a man will give who wants to mock ut any one; as if 


_ he held him to be so absurd and stupid as to be ignorant that 


the salvable alone are to be saved, and the damnable alone 
are to be damned: for who believes that there are persons to 
be saved and damned, who are neither salvable nor damnable ? 
The object and subject of predestination therefore appear to 
have been badly assigned here: at least not taken from either 
the Prophetic or the Apostolical Scriptures, neither as to the 
sense hor as to the words which are here made use of. What 
is added, enclosed in’a parenthesis, “ (with the exception of a 
very few,)” is not correct; because that very thing, though 
comprehended in the books-in which the Gospel is contained, 
yet does not itself belong to the Gospel. - 


THESIS XII. OF GOMARUS. 


The form of the predestination of rational creatures consists - 


in preordination to their supernatural ends, and eternal 
state, and the creation thereto belonging, and other means. 
(Acts xill, 48; Matt. xx. 23; Matt. xxv. 84, 41; Jude 4.) To 
which since God leads them in time, it is evident from the 
_ event, the Divine wisdom, constancy, and eternity, that He 
has predestinated them to the same from everlasting. (Matt. 
- xxv. 34, 41.) Whence there is a twofold predestination, as is 
evident: ono, to supernatural cnds; (Roy. xxi. 27; Rom. 
ix, 21, 22;) (which, although it be coincident with the dura- 
tion of otornity, yot procodos in tho ordor of nature ; since tho 
end on account of which a thing is, is first in the intention 
of tho wise man;) tho othor, to tho creation in tho upright 
state of original righteousness, and other means. (Gen. 
»xvil. 81 [? 1, 27,.81] ; Prov. xvi. 4; Rom. viii, 29; 1 Peter 
‘ii, 8.) And therefore predestination. cannot be culled 
- conditional ” without a contradiction in terms. Inasmuch 
as the ond has been ordained before the means, so the 
means are certainly subordinate to it. | 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS XI. 


Tt is without doubt that tho form of Divine predestination 
consists in the predestination of an object to its own super- 
natural ends and eternal state, and also to the necessary 


means for attaining those ends, since God wills to conduct 


it by certain means to those ends. But two things are put 
here as granted, which require proof. The first is, that 
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God preordained certain rational creatures (or rather, 
rational ereaturals) without any quality foreseen in them, 
or action to be committed by them, precisely to eternal life 
or death. ‘he second is, that creation in the upright state 
of original righteousness is a means ordained by God for 
executing the deerce of predestination: both of which we deny. 
Nor is anything proved by the reason which is subjoined. 
Vor, as it is certain that God does nothing in time which He 
has not from eternity determined to do, and that He does not 
carry out to an end anything but what He has determined to 
carry to an end, nor creates anything but what He has deter- 
mined to create; yet it is not proved therefrom that God 
determined to cndow with life, or affect with death, rational 


creatures thus nakedly considered ; because He does not lead 


them forward to life or to death, except after certain precedent 
actions of.theirs. And it is altogether necessary that the 


object of predestination should be such as is the object of the . 


leading forward. It does not follow therefrom that because 
God determined to create them, therefore creation is a4 means 
subordinate to that predestination. 

Neither of these points, also, is proved by the passages: of 
Scripture cited. Not by the passage, Acts xiii. 48, which 
stands thus: “And as many as were ordained to eternal life 
believed.” or it caumnot be proved from that passage that 
rationnl eroatures aro tho object of ordination, nor that 
ordivation to life is the cause why God bestowed faith upon 
thom; bué rather, if we haye exorcised any correct insight 
into the scope, context, and other places of Seripture, that 
passage is to the effect that believers are the object of predes- 
tination, and that ordination to life is the act of God when 
dealing with believers. Which also even one passage alone, 
John i. 12, can prove, which runs thus: “But as many as 
rveccived Him, to them gave He power to become the sons of 
God, even to them who believe on His name.” But both 
these ordinations cannot stand,—that God ordains behevers 
to sonship and to life, and at the same time ordains to faith 
those whom Ie las ordained to life, For thero would boa 
circle in that ordination, which would have neither beginning 
nor end, But all Scripture crics out that that ordination 
obtains by which it is determined that ‘believers ure to be 


adopted and saved, not that by which it is determined that _ 


those about to live or to. be sayed will believe. «his is the 
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- will of the Father, that he which believeth on the Son may 


have life.” [John yi. 40.) But nowhere is it said, “‘ This is 
the will of the Father, that they which have life by His sure | | 
predestination shall be gifted with faith by Him.” Vor He 
gives life to believers, He does not give faith to those that 
will live. Nay, the decree about bestowing faith on any one 
rests upon this decree, by which faith has been laid down as 
necessary for the attainment of salvation, and as the condition 
required in the object of saving. 
- It is not proved from that passage, Matt. xx. 23, which is - 

as follows: “To sit on My right hand, and on My left 
shall be given to them for whom it has been prepared by 


_ :,My Pather:” for there it is only said that it will be given 


to those for whom it has been prepared by the Father. 
But other places describe to us those for whom it has been 
prepared by the Father. Rev. ili. 21: “To him that 
shall have overcome will I grant to sit with Me in My | 
throne, even as I also overcame, and sit with My Father in 
His throne.” 1 John y. 4: “ Faith is our victory by which 
we overcome the world.” The same is proved by the passage 
from Matthew, (xxv. 84,) which the author cites in proof of 
his own theme: for itis for ‘the blessed” that “the king- 
dom has been prepared :” but ‘the blessed”? aro beliovers, 
-and believers before they are blessed, as it is in Gal. iii. 9, 
Tho passugo in Judo (vorso 4) doos not proye what in hore 
said, but only teaches that those men who, ho says, “crept in 
unawares,”’ “ were before of old ordained to this judgmont,” 
or “to thisdamnation.” But they are here called “ ungodly 
men, transferring the grace of God to lasciviousness, denying 
Jesus Christ ;”’ and have been first considered as such before 
being ordained to this judgment of damnation ; for they were — 
ordained thereto by the Legislator and Judge, asis also proved 
by the like passage in Peter, (1 Peter ii. 7, 8,) where those 
who are ‘‘ disobedient ’’ and unbelieving are said to have been 
‘appointed ” to dash themselves on ‘ the stone of scandal or 
” as itis also in Rom. ix. 82, 83. 

Both of those postulates, then, remain still to be proved by 


the author: let us meanwhile proceed to other things which 


follow, respecting the two-membered predestination,—the one 
to the end, the other to the means. As to that we will say 
nothing, except that those ends which are here called ‘‘ super- 

natural” are not the end which is first in God’s intention: 
_ VOL, III. . 00 
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for even the good which God prepares for the creature is not 
the end of God’s preparation; as the author himself will 
afterwards teach in explaining the end. Then again, creation 
is not a subordinate means to that end so fore-ordained. But 
Jot us look into the placos cited, to seo whether they conduco 
at all to the proof of the proposition. The first is Rev. xxi. 
27, which reads thus: ‘There shall in no wise enter into it 
any thing that defileth, or that perpetrateth any abomination 
or lie: but they which have been written in the Lamb’s book 
of life.” Whence it is apparent, ifthe opposition is consistent 
with itself, that they have been written in the Lamb’s book of 
life, whose hearts have been ‘‘ purified by faith,” (Acts xv. 9,) 
who have been washed in the blood of the Lamb. For, being 
‘washed in the blood of the Lamb is prior to being written in 
the Lamb’s book;. according to what Christ says,—that he 
who has not been washed by Him cannot have communion 
with Him : (John xiii. 8 :) but he who is written in the Lamb's 
book is about to hold communion with Him. So also [Rev. 
ili. 12]: “On him that overcometh I will write the name of 
the city of My God,” that is, ‘‘new Jerusalem, and My new 
name.” 

The second passago is Rom, ix. 21, 22, which runs thus : 
“TTath not the potter power over the clay, of the same lump 
to mako one vessel unto honow, and another unto dishonour ? 
What if God, willing to show ITis wrath, nnd to mako JTis 
power known, endured with much long-suffering the vessels of 
wrath fitted” (or ‘made up”) “to destruction?” In which 
place nothing cls is taught but that God might far more 
justly by His long-suffering harden the vessels of wrath fitted 

- to destruction, and lead on the vessels of mercy to glory, than 
the potter make out of the same lump a vessel to honour and 
a vessel to dishonour. But, indeed, that arational creature 18 
a vessel of wrath, that is, destined to wrath, is contrary to all 
Scripture, which says, “ Because of these things cometh the 

wrath of God upon the children of disobedience.” (Eph. v. 6; 
Col. iii. 6.) Likewise, ‘‘ He that believeth not [the Son] shall 
not see life; but the wrath of God abideth on him.” (John i, 

36.) And the law brings wrath into operation, but not unless 
when violated. It is proved, then, by these passages that 
God destines to salvation and to destruction, but not objects 
considered in stich a way as the author here describes. 


The passages which follow do not prove creation in- the 
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faith, that it might bo of grace :”” (Rom. iv. 16 :) “ not of works, 
because then grace would not be grace.” (Rom. xi. 6.) But that — 
way of speaking, “‘preordained means,” may have a wrong 
sense, namely, if the means be understood to be already means, 
before the end itself is preordained. For it is necessary that 
preordination begin from the end, and proceed to the means 

to be ordained, the end having been already preordained: for 
there cannot be a circle in any actions. But I suppose that 
that was not understood amiss by the author. 


THESIS XIII. OF GOMARUS. | 


Therefore, also, the object of predestination to its own ends, 
—to speak accurately and without prolepsis, (which, when 
used inthis argument, begets obscurity,)—are rational crea- 
tures, not as actually about to be saved or lost, to be created, 
about to fall or stand fast, or about to be restored ; but, so 


far as remote and indefinite ability goes, salvable, damnable, . 


creable, liable to fall, restorable. And that is proved, beyond 
controversy, by the nature and order of the object and of ie 
cause both efficient and final. For the object, in the order o 
nature, precedes the operation of the power attached ° oe 
occupied about it, and therefore also the object of prec a 7 
vation precedes predestination itself ; muy; and oxcoods i 
in extent also, as we have shown (in Thesis x.): But pene 
wbhout to bo saved, to be crontod, lo fall, to bo sda ae ae 
not exceed nor precede predestination, but follows it: T ae 
foro it is not the object of it. IJ’or, as the re GE Pe 5 
on the indeterminate and absolute omnipotence of Gor ft 
what is to be created depends on that omnipotence ge ei 
mined to creation by predestination of the will : a 
therefore cannot come before predestination, which 1s 14 


efficient cause. 


THESIS XIV. : 

: From which it is necessarily proved that, since those yaa 
to be created are not the object of this aaa 3 se 
their own ends, the efficient impulsive cause ae ae a 
external,—that is, one that will follow tho wort oe a 
those to be ercated, or tho condition of obedience ore 
obedicnee,—but internal,—the antecedent, and oF s Baie 
‘dition suspended, good-pleasure of God about croabies 


5 ee : : - , ich 
& . (Rom. ix. 11-13, 15, 16,18; Eph.i. 5; 2 Tim. i. 9:) which, 
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+ although it has not in the object a cause beyond God, yetis - 


not without a right reason, because the supremely and solely 
Wise Author of reason cannot act without reason. (Jamesi, 

6,17; 1 Tim. i. 17; Rom. xi. 33; xvi. 27.) But the causo 
of predestination to the means is also their end, by whose 
favour they exist. 


ARMINIUS’8 CONSIDERATION ON TIIESIS XIII. 


That the object is in order of nature’prior to the action of 


power occupied about the object, is very well known; and 
therefore the object considered in its naked purity, as free 
from that action, should so be styled also, the word itself not 
including that action as done. We allow, therefore, that the 
object of the decree of saying, damning, creating, permitting 
to fall, conserving, restoring, is not the person about to be 


saved, damned, created, about to fall, to be conserved, to be 


restored: for those words include the action of the power 
which has already been occupied about the objects signified, 
and has performed its office, But this is only of force against 


those who assert the contrary: but it is not thereby proved 


that the object of the decree of predestination to salvation is 
rightly said to be salvable, creable, conseryable, lapsable, 
rostorablo ; nor can tho object of the decree of roprobation, or 


predestination to death, be rightly expressod by these words, ° 


damnable, cronblo, lapsublo. Wor ib is doniod that the decree 
of predestination to salvation and death is prior to the decree 
by which God detcrmined to create and to allow tho full; and 
that anything salvablo and damnable is prior to the creable 


4 


and lapsable. Nay, we affirm that the contrary is true: for, ° 


as creation and the fall are antecedent to salvation and dam- 
nation, (we are speaking here about men,) no less do the 


~ ereable and lapsable precede the about-to-be-created and the 


about-to-fall,—the salvable and damnable, the about-to-be- 
saved and about-to-be-damned. . * , ao 
This is proved by what the author himself afterwards adds 


for the explanation of this position, at the end of the Thesis. - 


For the salvable and the damnable is not that which God, 
according to His absolute omnipotence, can neither actually 
save nor damn: but God cannot by His absolute power save 
or damn what has not been created ; because a non-entity has 
no passion, no ‘capability for enjoyment or suffering.” But 


what He cannot do, that He cannot will to do: therefore He 


ef)? 
a7 Ps 


: rs wild, va 
I pany i 


cu om i ant 


is YTS exbenn «dene 
J dngsarcgue itt ot Bs 
ray Tarde eae See ae 
iia 20 Lint of Pitie - 
het bag sa wii ae 
ay Unt of alt oii vidas - 
art ot ed See ovottned? 
a dod ena 
ds ube | ee ae J 
i toda bnicrmaan. 
oo iuplaty 
A gout higdn <7 
: Peles 


any 7 — 
“iw. rt: 
4 oe . = 


cepara: # 


566 THE WORKS OF JAMES ATMINTUS, , [T1Es, 


cannot predestinate to salvation or damnation that which does 
not exist, (to wit, in lis own mind,) considered as an entity. 
Let not any one here suppose that escape [from this dilemma] 
is possible by a distinction between internal will and external 
action, Tor it is a most true axiom that God cannot will to 
do what Le cannot do, because such volition would be unwise. 
Bui ITo eannot save or damn a non-entity: if He can do that, 
Ife can make an accident to exist without a subject, Let us 
here consider what answer we are to make to the Papists, 
when they propound the accidents of bread without a subject. 
Nay, the Divine Mind itself, in the order of nature, offers 
possibles to the Divine Will as possible to be created, before 
offering them as possible to be saved or damned. That axiom 
is here adduced in-vain, ‘The end is prior to the means in 
the intention,” because salvation is not the end of creation, 


nor creation the means of salvation, although creation is neces- © 


sarily precedent to salvation, since that is about to follow 
thereupon: but, in order to attain the end of salvation or 
damnation, God does not require to save or to damn: for God 


has obtained His end by the very action of creation, which is. 


the demonstration of His own glorious wisdom, goodness, and 
power. 

We can, therefore, grant the whole of this Thesis, as making 
nothing against us, except so far as it asserts that all those 
things aré objects of predestination to salvation or to death, 
and puts them in such order as they would not be put in, even 
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treating, namely, to salvation or death, nothing is concluded 
from the position here advanced. Tor it does not immediately 


‘ follow, if the impulsive cause of the decree about creating— 


whether that be what the Greeks call wponyoupévny, or what 
thoy call rpoxatapktuejy—be not tho obcdicnee or disobedience 
of the creature, that neither is it the cause of predestination 
to salvation and to death in that mode. For ereation precedes 
actual obedience and disobedience; but salvation and damnation 
follow actual obedience and disobedience. But damnation follows 
disobedience as the meritorious cause. But the meritorious 
cause is the impulsive cause; but because it is not the total 
cause, nor even the immediate, hence the will of God willing to 
condemn on account of this desert is the chief and immediate 


cause of condemnation, nay, and of reprobation, which is the 


yolition of damning. Nay, but since God has by His eternal 
decree determined to justify believers in Christ, and to condemn 
unbelievers, hence He destines no particular man to damna- 


‘tion and death, except as He considers him as an unbeliever. 


Neither does it hence follow that God’s decree is suspended on 
a condition, because He Himself has laid down that condition, 
and has connected faith with righteousness and life, unbelicf 
with damnation and death, in this order, that the former ~ 
should precede, the latter follow. Which since He has 
Himself done, and since He is immutable and never contrary 
to Himself, He cannot will to damn any but an unbeliever, nor 
will to justify any but a believer; that is, He cannot destine 


to righteousness or to condemnation any one except him whom — 
He has from eternity considered us a believer or an unbelievor ; 
but the believer as about to be so by the grace of God, the 


EP ites sap gh ea 


if it should lay down several decrees, each of them occupied 
with each of those objects separately. But, whether the 
object is salvable or to be saved, does not touch us, who deny 


es 
ear 


that the object of predestination to salvation is rightly expressed : : unbeliever by his own fault and sin. 
in those words. ei: The passages quoted no more contravene this truth than 
- they tend to prove the theme propounded: nay, all those 


ON THESIS XIV. 


It is.too well known to need demonstration, that the cause 
of the decree of creation is neither the worthiness of those to 
be created, nor the obedience or disobedience of the samo; 
nay, that its cause is the mere and simple pleasure of God, 
and, indeed, good-pleasure, inasmuch as the good of those to 
be created is procured by creation ; and no one denies that 
this pleasure rests upon the highest reason. But, since it has 
not been proved that creation, or the decree about creating, 


| was subordinated to that predestination of which we are hero: 
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passages most aptly contribute to the proof of the opinion 
which I have here expressed. Rom. ix. 11-18, 15, tells for 
me. For the Apostle is there treating of ‘the purpose of 
God,” which does not comprehend under ‘“‘the seed of promise” 
all the posterity of Abraham and Isaac, but only some of 
them; for it is ‘the purpose according to election:” but it 
comprehends believers only, to the exclusion of unbelievers 
and “workers,” that is, those who sought to be justified by 
the law. For this decree of God is said to remain firm, “ not of 
works, but of Him that calleth;” asitisin Rom. iv. 16: “ There- 
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fore it is of faith, that it may be by grace, to the end the 
promise may be sure to all the seed:”’ and God determined to 
show mercy, that is, to remit sins, not to ‘‘ workers,” but to 
believers. But nowhere in this whole Epistle tothe Romans 
does it treat of the decree by which God determines to give 
faith to some, and to deny it to others, as can most easily be 
proved from the context and by collation of the passages. 

‘ In Eph. i. 5 believers are clearly included: for they alone 
are blessed, and they alone are adopted in Christ; therefore 
for them alono is blossing and adoption prepared by predesti- 


nation. So also 2'I'im. i. 9 treats of the calling to the com- . 


munion of Christ by faith, which is consistent with the grace 
of God, and is included in the purposo of God revealed in the 
Gospol; nay, and is ordained as tho condition required in 
him who is to be a partaker of Christ: and the particles, 
“ug,” “tous,” according to the Apostle’s phraseology, signify 
believers. The places which follow,—James i. 5, 17; 1 Tim. 
i. 17; Rom. xi. 83; xvi. 27,—go to prove that God is wise: 
whence it follows that He does nothing but by the highest 
reason, nay, wisdom, which surpasses reason. 

But, because mention was previously made of predestina- 
tion to means, [the author] now here subjoins that the good- 
pleasure of God is not only its efficient cause, but also the end 
by favour of which thoy exist: which is truo of tho moans to 
tho ond; that is, of the things which have boon so affected 
according to their principal rolation, that thoy are moans to 
something else as to an end. Yet it will not easily be proved 
vospecting faith that its principal rolation is, to bo tho moans 
to salvation as to an end. Certainly as far as salvation is 
destined and promised by God to the faithful, so far faith is 
not said to be primarily the means to salvation as an end, but 
as a condition required in the object of salvation: which 
‘position being laid down, it follows that, if man is wishful to 
attain salvation as his highest good, it is necessary for him to 
believe, that is, to perform that action which, in this aspect— 
that he thereby intends to obtain salvation, may be called the 
means used by him to attain that end. But so far is 1t from 
the fact that God wills man’s salvation as an end in priority 
~ to his obedience, that He wills to punish disobedience with 
eternal death: whence it is evident that God, who is most 
fond of man, is fonder still of justice and obedience, But he 
who discriminates rightly between two goods loves most the 
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I 
greater good: and the most wise God discriminates in the 
best manner. Bee} 
THESIS XV. OF GOMARUS. 


The exd of the predestination of rational creatures is the glory _ 
of Divine and saving power, and (in the destined diversity 
of vessels belonging to this great house of the world) wisdom, 
and grace; (Rom. ix. 21-23; xi. 86; 2 Tim. 11.20; Prov. . 
xvi. 4;) not internal glory, for the perfection of God,— ° 
because he is. in need of. none, (Acts xvii. 25,) saw ‘the 
Almighty,” (Gon. xvii. 1,) ‘tho blossed and only Potontato,” 
(1 Tim. i, 11; vi. 15,)—but external, for the due mani- 

- festation of it amongst the creatures. (Prov. xvi. 4; Rom. 
xi, 86.) 

ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS XY. 


[The author] here puts the end of predestination univer- 
sally without respect to its species: which appears herefrom, 


- that no mention is made of wrath and punitive justice, 
which are declared by reprobation. But now let us consider 


whether these ends which are assigned belong to that predes- 


_tination which is here described, in which the salvable and 


damnable, thence the ereable and lapsable, are put as the 
object. 

In tho first placo, tho glory of tho power [of God] is not its 
end; because God has no power or right over a nonentity. 
Vor all God’s powor and right over a thing deponds upon 
God’s benefaction towards it, or its malefaction towards God: 
But towards what is only possible thero is no bencfaction of 
God, and no malefaction from it towards God: ‘Therefore God 
possesses no right over the possible. Neither is that proved 
from the passages referred to. For in Rom. ix. 21 the point 
ireated is not God’s power, but the power of the potter over » 
the clay, with whom the Apostle compares God, but so far as 
he explains himself in verse 22: neither is that potter God, 
but it is God who is compared with the potter. or in verse 
21 there is the proposition of the comparison ; in verse 22 
the application. But in the application mention is not made 
of the salvable, the damnable, the creable, the lapsable, as if 
God had power and right over them ; but of vessels of wrath, 
over which He has this right, that He may harden them by 
His much long-suffering, and at length punish. The point 
intended is proved still less by Rom, xi. 86: for we allow what 
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the Apostle there says, that all things have their origin from 
God, that by Him all things are made and consist, and that to 
Tlim all things are to be referred; that is, that He is the 


Principle, Conservator, and End of all things. But what has. 


that to do with that predestination which we are here dis- 
cussing, and indeed with the demonstration of His power ? 
Then again, neither is the declaration of the wisdom of God 
the end of that predestination which is here described: for 
only that attribute of God merits glory from any action, which 
has produced that action; but the wisdom of God is not the 
effectrix of that predestination which is here described. For 


every action ordained belongs to ‘wisdom, whether it exist in | 


theory or in practice: according to the former it considers its 
objects in order ; according to-the latter it acts in order upon 
the objects shown. But all things in this predestination are 
-out of order. For [according to it] God saw salvation 
possible before He saw creation possible, and appointed some- 
thing to be saved prior to something to be created ; since what 
has not been considered as creable cannct be considered as 
salvable; neither can what has not been considered as to be 
created be considered as to be saved; so also what has not been 
created cannot be saved. And so. the entity which is an 
accident is offered to God before that which is the substance, or 
the possible of an accident before that of a substance ; which 
isa most confused idea: for that which is the ratio of the 
entity of things, the same is also the ratio of the knowledge 
of them. Otherwise it is aberration, not knowledge. 

As to what is said about the “‘ diversity of vessels belonging 
to this great house which is the world,” that forsooth proceeds 
from the wisdom of God, who has adorned this entire world 
with such variety and such method, and has co-ordinated and 
subordinated all things to each other by creation. It belongs 


also to the wisdom of God, that He has made and constituted | 


a difference between those to be saved and those to be damned, 
-—according to the wisdom reyealed by the law, between tho 
transgressors and the doers of the law; according to that 


revealed by the Gospel, between penitents and impenitents, 


between believers and unbelievers. But the quotation from 
2 Tim. ii. 20, about ‘vessels to honour and to dishonour,” 
entirely destroys this predestination. For the future man, 


who shall have ‘“ purged himself” from unrighteousness, 18 
- called a ‘vessel to honour :” therefore he alone was destined 


Peto ENG 
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_to bea vessel to honour. ‘But this predestination maintains 


that vessels which do not exist have been ordained to honour; 
nay, vessels which are considered as not yet about to exist, 
much less as standing in need of purgation: nay, it considers 
them as honourable, and appoints them to be adorned with 
honour, before it has considered them as future vessels in the 
general: than which nothing can be imagined more absurd. 
For absolute things exist before related ones: what is not a 
vessel cannot be a vessel to honour or to dishonour. That 
passage, Prov. xvi. 4, is not at all to the purpose: for it treats 


_ of the creation of ‘‘ the wicked for the day of evil,” which God 


earrics out on account of Himself; but we are here treating of 
the predestination by which the non-wicked are destined to 
the evil day, nay, those who have not yet been created, nor 
considered as created; and what is more, of that predesti- 
nation by which the creable are destined to the day of evil. 
Lastly, the glory of the saving grace of God is not the end 
of this predestination, because it is not the procuring cause 
(procuratriz) of reprobation, but only of election : but of what- 
ever action it is not the effective cause, (effectrix,) of that it is 
not the end, as was said before. Moreover, the saving grace 
of God by which man is predestinated is God’s grace in Chiist, 
therefore necessary and applicable to sinners only. But this 
graco is omployod wbout the siulvablo, creablo, und lapsablo, 
not about the fallen or sinners: and this is the grace of which 
mention is made in Rom. ix. 23; whero “glory.” is used for 
the grace which is opposed to wrath, and has mercy joined 
with it, as is most plainly evident from the context, If any one 
say that the declaration of grace is the end of reprcbation 


also, because the glory of God’s grace appears from that 


distinction, I will affirm that that is simply not true, because 
the rejection of some men from grace does not make grace 
more glorious, but only when any one sees that grace has 


been conferréd on himself which has not been bestowed on 


some one else no less worthy, or not more unworthy; whence 
he concludes that God has loved him more than the other, 
and that His loving him proceeds from grace, since, if it 
had been from debt, God would have bestowed grace on the 


‘ other also. 


* Of what follows about God’s glory, internal and external, 
we approve, as well expressed ; and conclude therefrom,— 
Since God stands in need of none, is blessed, »yw ‘“‘the 
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Almighty,” atrdpens, “sclf-sufficing,” it follows hence that; 


God does not need the sinner for tho illustration, either 
external or internal, of His glory: not internal, because Ho is 
perfect: not external, although He wills to illustrate His glory 
outwardly,—because He can illustrate it by wisdom, goodness, 


power, and therefore needs not to illustrate His glory on the’ 


outside, by mercy and justice or wrath, nor by grace, as it is 
hero understood. But God. can make uso of tho sinner for 
the glory of His grace, mercy, wrath or severity, if He see fit 
to do so: that is, He neither needs to illustrate: His glory 
outwardly; nor, if He should so will, does He hold it necessary 


to illustrate it by grace, mercy, punitive justice, and wrath, 


THESIS XVI. OF GOMARUS. 

The effect of predestinated things in God is definite prescience: 
not as prescience, but as definite. For God’s prescience is as 
it were a book, on which God’s will for predestinating has 
inscribed the things predestinated. (Rev. xvii. 8; Jude 4.) 
For God foreknows definitely future things, because He has 
fore-ordained them by decree. 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS XVI. if 
Prescience (or foreknowledge) is not rightly distributed into 
dofinite and indefinite; for the particle pre (or fore) denotes 
voforonce to an objoct, as ib is about to follow on and to bo 
after knowlodge, Bub indofinito aeienea (or hnowledye) in of 
things possible, not of things future. ‘hat foreknowledgo is 
not of things possiblo, is evident; because they are os much 
from ctornity as forcknowledge, nor docs foreknowledgo 
precede the possibility, but only the futurition of a thing. 
But let this be granted, although the usage may seem proper 
to be corrected: for we must make right use of words ; ant 
if we wish to enlarge their meaning beyond their origin or 
derivation, yet this amplification must not be carried to such 
an extent as that the use be in contradiction to the etymon. 
Having done with the word, let us look at the thing itself, 


Knowledge in God is prior to volition, and depends on lis. 
} . : ° : i! 
infinite essence, by which God knows all things by one 1mme 


diate act. No volition, then, in God can be the cause of any 


~ knowledge or cognizance in God. God’s volition can, indeed, 


put before it any object which would not exist unless the will 
should destine it to be done, and therefore God would not know 
* that it would be: for what is not about to be, God oannoy 
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t 


foreknow as about to be without error. > But it docs not hence 
follow that that predestination is ‘the cause of kaowledge or 


proscionce.. For it only produces the effect, or appoints its 
production: but that very thing cannot not be foreknown by 
God on account of the infinity of His knowledge and essence ; 
the volition not causing it, but only by producing the effect, 
which is the object of knowledge and foreknowledge. For 
example: A coloured thing does not make my vision, but the 


faculty of seeing which is in me, aided by the light from without. 


shining upon the thing coloured. . Such is also the case in’ _ 
the prevision or vision of God. 2h 
Lastly, predestination cannot be tho cause of the Divine 
prescience, except by offering the object: but it is not the 
offering, but the object, that is conjoined immediately with 
vision: therefore God’s prevision would be caused immediately 
by the object, which is the thing produced, as here the pre- 
destinated: which cannot be the case. Besides, since know- 
ledge is an immanent action, apprehending and inviting the 
object to itself in intellectual perception, but the will or 


~ volition does not make God to apprehend or unite the object 


to Himself in intellectual perception, because that apprehension 
is natural and necessary; volition cannot be the cause of 
prescionce in God. Tor this is the order hetweon God's know- 
lodge and will, that knowledgo sces the object of itself, and 
prowonty tt to tho will if tho will liv la perform any notlon 
about that object. So God considers Himself and things 
possible, and presents Himsclf and things possible to the 
will, in order that if may love God, and from possible 
things choose what it would wish to come to pass. But | 
the will, when it has.determined to do these things, or 
chooses that those shall come to pass, does not offer to know- 
ledge to see or foresee ; for, as soonas this determination and 
that choice of will is put forward, it is immediately appre- 
hended by God’s knowledge and intellect. It is so true that 
volition does not cause prescienco, that it doesnot even present — 
to the intellect an object already existing, namely, by the 
‘action of presenting objectively, which differs from the action 
determining to produce and producing the object. 


THESIS XVII. OF GOMARUS. 
Distribution. 


-. Morcover, there are two species of predestination, on account 
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of the opposition both of its special form and of its contrary 
terms. ‘The one is to eternal life and glory, and the means 


thereto ;* (Matt. xxv. 34, 41; Rom. ix. 22, 28; 2 Tim. ii. - 


20;) which, as being prior in order of nature and kar’ é£oyiv, 


“by pre-eminence,” is called predestination: (Rom. viii. — 


30:) the other is to eternal death and ignominy. As, also, 
is clear a posteriori and from the event: because God does 
nothing in time which He has not decreed from eternity. 
The former predestination is named _ election ;—which, 
noting adoption and separation relatively, according to the 
proper nature and use of the word, has reference partly to 
God’s purpose, partly to its opposite, the residue and the 
rejected; (Rom. xi. 7;) and therefore cannot be. called 
absolute and universal ;—the latter, casting away and repro- 
bation; (Rom. xi. 2;) and in both ways by synecdoche. 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS XVII. 


Although the word “predestination” be not found, in the 
Scriptures, used for reprobation, yet since its equivalent, 


namely, sentencing to judgment, is met with in Scripturo;. 


and since it is altogether necessary from the nature of the 
matter, that the acts of Divine predestination should be 
opposite, the one being to life, the other to death; predesti- 
nation is rightly distributed into that which is to life, and 
that which is to death. lor so, in Matt. xxv., the “ blessed” 
are opposed to the “‘cursed:” in Rom. ix. 22, 28, “the vessels 
of wrath,” and “tho vessels of glory [morey];” in 2 Tim. i, 
20, vessels ‘to honour,” and ‘to dishonour,” are opposed. 
So elsewhere frequently. ‘‘ This is the Father’s will,—that 
he who believeth on the Son shall have eternal life, he who 
believeth not shall be condemned.” [John vi. 40; iii. 18, &e. | 
“But the foundation of this opposition and distribution is God's 
justice and equity, according to which He bestows life only 
upon those who obey His will, and inflicts death only upon 
the disobedient. Otherwise, since He is good and the highest 
good, and loves His creatures without: difference, He would 
bestow on all universally that good which is eternal life ; and 
so there would be no prcordination to death. Epes 
But that predestination which is unto life is prior 1n order 
of nature and more excellent than the other. Prior, because 
. God loves before He hates, loves good before he hates evil ; for 
; '* AuGuSTINI Enchiridion, cap. 100; FULGENTIUS, lib. i, cap. 27. 
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He hates evil because He loves good, and wills the reward to 
obedience before the punishment to disobedience. More eacel- 


lent, because God of Himself and by Himself wills to give life 
. to the obedient, but wills the infliction of death on the dis- 
obedient as it were unwillingly; for He would wish that he 


were not disobedient ; although, when he perseveres in being 
disobedient, He also wills death upon him according to equity, 
as we have said before. Both species are proved from the 


event; for some are saved, and some are condemned; which ._— 


are actions of God, therefore decreed by God from eternity. 
But it must be noted that such as He actually saves and damns, 
just such has He decreed to save and damn: for otherwise that 


_ rule proves nothing. 


- But the former is called “election,” the latter ‘“ casting 
away ” or ‘‘reprobation.” The former denotes the affirmative 
act with restriction: therefore by consequence it infers the © 
negative act of the same with regard to the others. That 
affirmative act is adoption; but the restriction is, the adoption 
not of all, but of some, who are separated from others not 
adopted: for which reason the purpose of predestination is~ 
called, in Rom. ix. 11, “according to election; ”’ that is, such 
as comprehends not all the posterity of Abraham and Isaac, 
but some of them, namely, the faithful or children of the pro- 
mise, unbelievers or children of the flesh being excepted. And 
thorefore election cannot be called ‘ universal,” nor ‘ubsolute,” 
so far as it is spoken of gs related to the reprobation of some. 

I readily grant, then, all the things which are here said, 
if rightly understood: nor is there any controversy on that 
point, whether there is any election and reprobation; but as 
to the form in which the elect and reprobate are described to 
us in Scripture. 


THESIS XVIII, OF GOMARUS. 

Distinction of Words. . 

For, since the one election of God is internal and eternal and 
of design, the other external, temporal, and actual; and 
both again are either to the offices and benefits, civil or 
ecclesiastical, of this life,x—as Saul and David were called 
to the kingdom; (1 Sam. x. 24; xvi.;) Judas, with the 
Eleven, to the Apostolate; (John vi. 70;) the Israelitish 
people to the visible society of the Church for a time, by 
the formula and symbol of a’ covenant, (Deut. vii. 6; Psalm ™ 
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cv. 6 ; Rom. xi. 5, 20,)—or to the inheritance of eternal lifo, 
which is called election ‘‘to salvation; ”” (2 Thes. ii, 18 ;) 


it is this latter, indeed, and not the temporal and actual, — 


which is efficacious calling, (1 Peter i. 2; John xv. 19,) but 


the ctornal and of design, (ph. i. 4,) which is under-: 


stood, whose subject is called metonymically by the samo 
name. (Rom. xi. 7.) Similar is the ratio of reprobation 
opposed to election. (1 Peter ii. 4; Isai. vii. 15.) 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS XVIII. 
In all this distinction of those words there is nothing much 


that I find wanting; for it is good, and done according to the _ 


usage of the Scriptures; in which those words are used vari- 
ously. But it.does not seem to have been necessary, since it 
had already been briefly said that predestination to life is called 
“election,” and predestination to death ‘“‘reprobation:” but 
that superfluous annotation does no harm. One thing, haw- 
ever, I cannot pass by untouched, that he calls election to life, 


which is temporal, or rather made in time, “‘ efficacious calling:’” 
for in that expression somothing scoms to me to bo said beside. 


the purpose. For that efficacity respects the efficacious be- 
slowal of fuith: bub hore the mutter undor treatment is cloction 
to salvation, not the election to faith; which is of another mode 
und gous. Lf [the author) say that he ig routing of oloction 
to salvation and to the means, and therefore election to salva- 
tion is rightly called ‘ efficacious calling ;” I will answer that 
it must first be proved that faith is the means of executing this 
decree of predestination, and not rather the condition required 
in the object. Then again, this being granted, the denomina- 
tion ought rather to be from the more potent, namely, from the 
end rather than from the means; and that should be named the 
calling to salvation, for which God makes use of that eflicacy 
which is lawfully used according to equity, in agreement with 
the Divine justice and mercy, : 


This remark of mine is proved to be true from the passage , 


cited, Rom. xi. 7; for there ‘‘ the election” metonymically 
signifies “the elect,” and those elect are believers. For they 
obtain, and they alone, that righteousness which Israel has 
not obtained, though also seeking it, but seeking it of lawand 
works, not of faith, (Rom. ix. 81, 82 ;) wherefore also “the 
yest” are said to have become “ hardened,” that is, hardened 
unbelicyers, because they have: struck upon “tho stone of 
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stumbling.” (Rom. ix. 83.) ' Let that place, Rom. xi. 7, 8, be 
compared with the end of chapter ix., and what I say will 
appear true. The execution of election, therefore, is rightly 
named ‘‘ calling,’—temporary execution of eternal election,— 
but calling to salvation by faith, in which it is presupposed 
that they ought to respond to God calling, before salyation can 
fall to their share. 


- THESIS XIX. OF GOMARUS. 
Definition of Hlection. 


But this election is God’s predestination; by which He has — 
fore-ordained, from among ‘rational creatures indefinitely 
foreknown, certain individuals, in virtue of His own right, 
good-pleasure, and gratuitous love, (Matt. xx. 15; Rom. ix. 
93; xi. 835, 86; Eph. i. 5, 6, 11,) to life and cternal glory, 
(Rom. viii. 80; ix. 23,) and the way thereto, (Eph. i. 4; 
Heb. i. 14; Psalm cili. 21,) as well creation in an upright 
state of original righteousness, as the obedience of holiness ; " 
‘to the glory of His power, wisdom, and saving grace. (Rom. 
ix, 21, 28; Eph. i. 6; iii. 10.) | 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THEBIB XIX, 


I may bo allowod horo to dony two positions held by the 


- quthor, and to require proof of them :—one, that the object of 


election ig ‘ certain individuals from among rational creatures 
indefinitely foreknown:” the other, that the way of election is 
‘“eyeation in an upright state of original righteousness :"— 
for both positions seem false to me, judging according to the 
Scriptures. BNE: 

As regards the former, it must be observed therein, that the 
object of predestination considered universally, and of its 
species, namely, election and reprobation, has been expressed 
entirely in the same words, and that it has been thereby 
signified that the object of all of them is one and the same 
and uniform: with this difference, that those individual 
persons who are the object of universal predestination are , 
more than those who are the object of either election or repro- 
bation; and that the individual creatures who are put as 
objects for election are other than those who are put as objects 
for reprobation: which is gathered, not from the words which 
express the object, but from others added thereto, Therefore, 
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578 : THE WORKS OF JAMES ARMINIUS. [wires, 
if the answer to any one asking, ‘‘ Who are the predestinated ?” 
will be, ‘Certain individuals from among rational creatures 
indefinitely foreknown ;” the same answer must. be given to 
any one inquiring, “‘ Who are the elect ?”—‘‘ Certain indi- 
viduals,” &c.,; and the same reply must be made to any one 
asking, ‘Who are the reprobate?”? In which confusion the 
falsity of this explanation is apparent, even if it were confuted 
by no other argument. And who, that is even slightly versed 
in the reading of the Scriptures, will ever ‘suppose that 
the object of election and’ reprobation, to life and to death, 
is not distinguished by any formal consideration? It 


is another matter with regard to election to faith or to 


holiness ; although even then a fitting explanation should be 
afforded. Fw , 

The passages cited teach indeed that God elected some, but 
do not so describe them, but far otherwise, as will plainly 
appear to any one looking at the places. As we have already 


examined those texts, we will not now go over them again. » 


We will only derive one argument from the author’s context 
itself, to confute the description of the object. God does not 
love, nay, He cannot love, that which does not exist, or which 
has not been considered as'an entity by Him in His intellectual 
perception. For what is good is known as an object of love; 
and good and boing (ens) aro reciprocated: ‘wherefore a 


 nonentity is not loved. Lest any one suppose that he can 


- 


form such a construction from that passage, Rom. ix. 18, 
Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I hated,” let him know 
that God did not love or hate them while not yet in existence, 
since the people of the Israelites and of the Edomites were 
already in existence in the time of Malachi,* and had long 
been so. If he urge that this must be understood of love and 
hate towards those “not yet born,” as it is im verse 1157 
answer that those words cannot have that reference, but tho 
preceding words, “‘ The greater shall serve the lesser.” Tf, 
however, he still more obstinately contends that those words 
must have such reference also, let him know that they were 
then already conceived in Rebekah’s womb, and that they are 
called “two nations” who were in her womb, as:the words 


- plainly stand. [Gen. xxv. 28.] In addition, eternal lifo and 


_ glory, as they cannot be given to the non-created, so cannot be 


* Tt is almost unnecessary to remind the reader that the passage just cited 


from Rom. ix, was quoted by St. Paul from Malachi, 1. 2, 3.—W. N. 
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destined for those who are considered as creable, not as to be. 


_ereated, nor as created. 
As regards the latter position,—of creation in an upright - 


state of original righteousness,—there is ho place in Scripture: 


_from which it can with any probability be proved that creation 


in an upright state of original righteousness is the way of 
election, or the way to carry out election to salvation. The 
passages cited,—Eph. i. 4; Heb. i. 14,—make mention of 
salvation prepared; and in Psalm ciii. 21 the angels are called 
God’s ‘ministers, that do His pleasure.” But how the 
proposition follows therefrom, I do not see. I should wish it to 
be shown by any consequence. If any one say that the 
ereation of rational creatures is made to a certain end, I will 
not deny it, but will add that the croation itself is x perfect 
action of God, whereby He has attained the end proposed in 
the deeree of creation, namely, the illustration of the Divine 


‘goodness, wisdom, and power. For, since rational creatures 


belong to this whole universe, which God has finished and 
perfected by the act of creation, it is necessary that they — 
conduce to the end of creation according to their part, and 


indeed so much the more efficaciously as they have obtained 


a more excellent nature than other creatures. And this 
distinction between them and other creatures, that they alone 
have been mado capable of God and of His life and blessed- 
ness, is the foundation of their predestination to the life of 
God, of which they aro to be partakers on a certain condition. 
For it behoyed them to be created capable of that before they 
could actually become partakers of it: wherefore also such a 


- ereation must first have been ordained and decreed before 


participation in bliss could be decreed to them by God’s pre- 
destination. we 
So far, then, from creation being the way of election, creation 
is rather the foundation on which election can be built up, just 
as grace also is founded in nature, elevating nature above its 
own mode to the supernaturals.. If any one say that that 
capacity does not belong to nature, but to supernatural grace, 
I shall not contradict him; but I deny that it follows there- 
from that this. supernatural grace belongs to election, which | 
ordains and appoints its participation, not its capacity. More- 
over, this is a new dogma, and one unheard of before our 
times and those of our fathers, being brought to light from 
no necessity of supporting any. doctrine. For God’s grace 
: oR aD ge . . et 
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can be very well defended against its adversaries, the Pelagians, 
without having recourse to this novelty. Let Augustine be 
referred to, who is said to have stopped the mouths of the 
Pelagians, and confuted their arguments most conclusively, 


and who nevertheless did not betake himself to that predesti- 


nation: he thought it sufficient to say, that God took up out 
of the mass of perdition and corruption into salvation whom 
He would, others being left in the same. But the Church of 


that day did not consider even this necessary for the confuta-: 


tion of Pelagius. For, omitting those points which Augustine 
had disputed about predestination, it noted and refuted the 


errors of the Pelagians by certain Theses, without express-. . 
ing approbation or disapprobation of those things which had’ 


been recorded by Augustine respecting predestination. 

Let it be remarked, at the conclusion, that the end of elec- 
tion is described in the same-words in which previously the 
end of predestination universally has been expressed. ‘That 
is not done accurately, because it cannot be that there should 
be exactly one and the same end of genus and species ; for, 


since the genus covers a wider area than its species, its end ° 


must also extend further than that of the species; and since 
the species possesses something which is not in the genus, the 
end of the species must necessarily possess something special 
besides what is comproliondod in the end of tho genus. Lor 
go Calvin and Boza declaro tho ond of predostination, taken 
gonerally, to be the illustration of God’s glory; tho end of 
election, the illustration of His mercy ; of reprobation, the 
illustration of His wrath; in tho manifestation of fall] which, 
they say, the glory in predestination, considered universilly, 
- consists. - 

THESIS XX. OF GOMARUS. 
The impulsive cause is the good-pleasure of God’s will, and 
His gratuitous love. (Eph. 1. 4, 5, 11; Rom. ix. 16.) Where- 
fore the election is said to be “‘ of grace,” (Rom. xi. 5, 6; 
ix. 11,) that is, gratuitous; and is opposed to the considera: 
tion of works: nay, it is ordained as the fountain of good 
things ; (Eph. i. 4; ii. 105) and is called ‘love.’ (Mal. i. 2.) 
Hor men choose, or elect, those whom they deservedly love ;-— 
whence a “choson” man, by metonymy, for “a good man, 


aor ’ ‘ 
~ worthy of choice 3.” (2 Cor. xiii. 7;) a8 opposed to GOOKLMOS, 


“bad man, deserving rejection ;” (ibéd.; and Jer. vi, 80; 
Heb. vi. 8; 1 Cor. ix. 27 ;)—God, on the contrary, loves from 
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_cternity those whom He chooses without merit. For to love | 
is to wish good to any one, and, in this instance, to will eter- 
-, nal salvation and its means: but to elect is to will this 

-good in preference to others. Therefore the good-pleasure 

here is twofold,—towards the thing and the person; because ~ 
God approves of both: and therefore the elect are called 
évres avtov, “they that are His.” (2 Tim. ii. 19; John 
xvil. 9.) Which love is, by metonymy, designated “ fore-- 
knowledge,” (Rom. vill. 29; xi. 2; Psalm i. 6,)—whence 

_the Sophists, incorrectly, oppose the foreknown to the pre- 

destinated and elect, contrary to the usage of Scripture,— 
and, by synecdoche, ‘ purpose,” (Rom. viii. 28 ; 2 Tim. i. 9,) 
namely, the gratuitous purpose of blessing; and, in like 
‘manner, is opposed to the worthiness and consideration of 
works in effecting salvation. (2 Tim. i. 9.) 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS XX. 


All that is here said and explained respecting the impulsive 
cause of election, is said truly and according to the Scriptures, 
provided election itself has been defined according to the Serip- 
tures. For it is certain that the impulsive cause of election 
to salvation, which has been described in the word of God, is 
(iod’s good-ploasnro and gratuitous lovo : hut. it doos not thence 
follow that the cause of this election which is here described is 
that good-plousuxo and gratuitous Joye of God, Whoreforo lot 
us invert the phrase, and say that ‘‘ election” is the predes- 
tination by which God determined to justify, adopt, and save 
beliovers.. Then that impulsive cause will bo rightly set over 
that decree. However, we will demonstrate both of these :— 
First, That this cause does not belong to that election which 
is of some individuals from among rational creatures indefi- 
nitely foreknown. Secondly, That it agrees most admirably 
with the election of believers. ee 

In the First place. 1. As we have said, there is no love of a 
nonentity; which is thus supported by a new urgument: 
because ‘to love is to wish good to any one:” but a creature 
indefinitely foreknown is not an entity, or anything, or any 
one. 2. Then again, evdoxia, “ good-pleasure,” 1s not towards 
a nonentity. God, indeed, according to the decree of His will 
makes the things which are not to exist: but His evdoxia, Which 
is favour and inclined affection, exists not except towards that 
which has begun to exist by some action of God. 3. Gratuitous 
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election, which is opposed to the consideration of works, can- 
not be of a nonentity ; for that removal, by which works are 
moved away from the cause of election, indicates that the con- 
sideration of works might possibly be urged by some one, in 
_ the matter of election: but if its object is a nonentity, it can- 
not by any means come into consideration. Besides, the grace 
which is set over election is evangelical grace, by which God 
deals with a sinner. 4. God does not will salvation, neither 


can will it, to a nonentity, because salvation presupposes an 


essence capable of salvation. 5. God’s good-pleasure is that 
whereby He approves of a person: but a nonentity neither is 
f person, nor can beapproved of. 6. The purpose of blessing 
belongs not toa nonentity, because ‘blessedness belongs to an 
entity: for it consists in the enjoyment of the highest good; 
but a nonentity does not, nay, cannot, enjoy the highest good. 
Therefore God cannot, with the purpose of blessing, will the 
highest good toa nonentity. Let these arguments suffice with 
regard to the first point. 3 : 

But the Second is built up most firmly from the Thesis itself 


~ and the passages noted in the margin ; namely, that election : 


to salvation belongs to believers, and that ‘good-pleasure falls 
in very well with this. 1. The good-pleasure of God’s will for 
anlvation ia towards boliovers only: and only tho pooplo of 
Polievers is the people of the Divine good-pleasure, or of God's 


gracious condosconsion, John i. 12: “Ilo guvo powor to | 


become the sons of God, to them that believe on His name.’ 
Gal. iii. 9: “ They which be of faith are blessed with faithful 
Abraham.” 1 Cor. x. 5: “But with many of them God was 
not well pleased.” Heb. iii, 17-19: “To whom sware Ho 
that they should not enter into His rest, but to them that 
believed not?” In Rom. ix.11, “ the purpose of God” which 
“ standeth firm, not of works, but of Him that calleth,” is 
the purpose of justifying believers, not workers: as is plain 


from Rom. iv. 16; ‘‘ Therefore it ig of faith, that it might. 


be by grace.” . 
9. Gratuitous ‘love is not to salvation, except of believers: 


for love is in Christ, the Son of love: (Eph. i. 6:) but no 
one is in Christ, except a believer, because ‘‘ Christ dwells in 
‘our hearts by faith.” (Eph. iii. 17.) John iii. 16: “God 80 
‘loved the world, that He gave His only begotten Son, that who- 


soever believeth in Him should have everlasting life.” There- 
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fore He loves not to salvation, éxcept the believer. John xvi. — 


27: “The Father Himself loveth you, because ye have loved 
-me, and have believed that I came ,out from God.” The 


matter here treated of is love to salvation, with which He 
embraces no one, except him who believes that the Son came 
out from God. .John xvii. 9: “I pray for them who have 


_ believed that’I was sent by Thee, and who hereafter shall 


believe,—not for the world ;” that is, not for those who 
reject Me. 

8. The election of grace is only of believers. In Rom. xi. 
7, “the elect’? and they who have been “‘ hardened’’ are 


opposed: but the latter were unbelievers. Rom. ix. 82: ‘For ae 


they stumbled at that stumbling-stone,” who “ sought right- 
eousness not by faith, but by the works of the law.” There- | 


-fore the elect are believers ; which is also proved from this, . 5 


that they alone attain that which Israel, seeking after, has 


— not attained, that is, righteousness. * So likewise Matt. xxil. 


14: ‘Many are called, but few.chosen.” The called were 


unworthy : therefore the elect are worthy. Butthe unworthy — 
‘are those who rejected Him who calls: therefore the worthy | 


are those who do not reject, but believe, and come in faith to 

the wedding prepared. 
4, Gratuitous election, which is opposed to the considera- 

tion of works, is tho oloction ‘of boliovors, Jor it must bo © 


romarked that whon clection is said to be not of works, but of of 
grace, the subject troated of is election to righteousness and 
“salvation, which falls to the lot not of those who work, but of 


those who believe,—not of works, but of faith. ‘This is 50 much 
the moro. carefully to be here considered, because of the so 


much greater proneness to fall into error, if that point is not 
‘attended to. For many persons, in consequence of enter- 


taining the idea that the matter here treated of is election to 
faith,—that is, the decree by which God appoints to bestow 
faith on the one and not on the others,-—wrest aside what is. 
said about works, and indeed with manifest error. For who ~ 


is ignorant that faith is not given from works, or according 


to works, since, if any one has performed works, faith is not 
necessary to him? Nor was that ever a subject of con- 
troversy among the Apostles, whether faith is given from works — 
or not; but whether righteousness and salvation follow from 


- works, or from faith. Whence it is apparent that as often as 
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election is said to be from grace, so often are the workers 
excluded from righteousness and salvation, but that believers 
alone are included : so that the sense of this passage is, that 
if righteousness is by grace, then it is not from works ; but if 
from works, then it is not from grace. 

So also must that passage, Eph. ii. 8, 9, be understood: 
“For by grace are ye saved through faith ; and that not of 
yourselves : it is the gift of God: not of works, lest any man 
should boast: where salvation is attributed to grace and 
faith, but is taken away from man and works. For we are not 
inquiring about faith, from whence we derive it, whether from 
God's gift and grace, or from ourselves and works: for it is 

‘absurd tu say that we have not faith from works. A com- 
parison of the passage, Rom. ii. 27, confirms this sense: 
- * Boasting is excluded, not by the law of works, but by the law 
of faith.’ And here too [Eph. ii. 9] it is added, “lest any 
man should boast ;” namely, about obtaining salvation: which 
he certainly might boast about, if he had obtained salvation 
from works. This matter is of the greatest moment, because 
there is a wide difference between the decree by which God 
appointed to justify and save believers, not workers, and the 
decree according to which He administers the means of faith, 
and by which Ho detormincs to give faith to these, and not to 
those. Jor the former is the foundation of the whole of 
Christianity + tho Intlor, although it may be truo, yot is not of 


so much moment that any one without belief of it cannot be’. — 


a partaker of salvation. Nay, if God in the beginning saved 
gomo mon according to works, condemned others as fallen, 
salvation of grace, as it is here understood, would not be 
said to have fallen to their lot from grace; for they would 
have obtained it according to the condition of the law, as 
workers, and therefore from debt. Just as it ought to be 60 
said about the angels, since they have obtained salvation by 
_ the prescribed obedience to the law: nor does it at all affect 
this matter, that they performed the law with God assisting 
them, and assisting them indeed with special help, which fell 
“40 the lot of tho one (unis), was denied to the others. Tor 


that saying of the Apostle is true: “ To him that worketh is 


the reward (wages) given not of grace, but of debt.” [Rom. iv. 

4.) And it is most-notorious that no one can perform ever 80 

‘little of good except from Divine assistance ; the ratio of which 
| ig not changed by generality or speciality of help. 
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5. Election to salvation is called in the Scriptures rpoyvwors, 
‘* prescience,” or ‘‘ foreknowledge ;” and the elect are termed 
“the people which God foreknew.” (Rom. viii. 29; xi. 2.) 


~ But believers alone were foreknown: therefore believers are 
the elect. So Roin. viii. 29: ‘“Whom He did foreknow, He 


also did predestinate to be conformed to the image of His Son, 
that He might be the first-born among many brethren.” But 
believers alone were predestinated to be conformed to Christ; _ 


~and Christ is the first-born among many brethren, who are 


believers, and by faith brethren of Christ: therefore believers 
alone were foreknown, that is, accounted as His own by God; 
for this is to foreknow a people, to account them as His own. 
So Rom. xi. 2: ‘God hath not cast away His people which 
He foreknew.” But it is believers alone whom God has not 
cast away: therefore believers alone are the people foreknown 
by God. For so [Paul] says: ‘‘ Well; because of unbelief 
they were broken off, and thou standest by faith;” and, 
“Tf they abide not still in unbelief, they shall be graffed in.” 
{Rom. xi. 20, 23.] i: Y 

6. God's gratuitous purpose of blessing is respecting believers 


‘only: But election is that purpose: Therefore election is of 
-believers only. So Rom, viii. 28: ‘‘Who are the called 


according to His purpose:” but truly the calling is by faith 


‘and salvation: and what in the following verse is called ‘‘fore- 


knowlodgo” is horo called ‘ purpose.” Bo 2 Tim. tO: “Who 
hath saved us, and called us with a holy calling, not according 
to our works, but according to His own purpose and grace, 
which was given us in Christ Jesus before the world began.” 
The gracious purpose which is not according to works is 
according to faith; for they are always opposed to each other, 
and when the one is introduced the other is excluded, when 
the one is excluded the other is introduced. But the gracious 
purpose respecting the participation of salvation’ in Christ is 


From these remarks, then, it is clear that what is here said . 


-about the impulsive cause is said with truth, but cannot he, 


applied to election as it has been defined in these Theses, 
though excellently to the election of believers. As to the 
“ sood-pleasure” being. here called twofold, towards the thing 
and the person, though it has little to do with the matter of 
our controversy, yet I should wish it to be proved: for evdoxia, 


it seems to me, may be referred to the person, not to the 
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thing, except so far as the person is considered to whom that 

good is destined according to the good-pleasure. God has not 

good-pleasure towards salvation, but towards the man to be 

saved. Zoi . 

'TITESIS XXI. OF GOMANUS. 

he form consists in preordination and separation to oternal 
life—on which account it is called ‘“ ordaining to cternal 
life,” (Acts xiii. 48,) “ preparation of the kingdom,” (Matt. 
xx. 23; xxv. 84,) “ good pleasure of giving the kingdom,” 
(Luke xii. 82,) inscription in the book of life,” (Phil. iv. 3; 
Rev. xxi. 27,) “ appointing to the obtainment of salvation ;” 
(1 Thess. v.9; )°and the elect are termed ‘blessed of God,” 
(Matt. xxv..34,) “ prepared unto glory,” and ‘ vessels to 
honour,” (Rom. ix. 21, 23)—and to its way; as well creation 
in an upright state of original righteousness, as the obedience 
of holiness due to God; (Hph.1. 4 ;) whence, according to 
Augustine, it is commonly named ‘the predestination of 
the saints.’ From which form, and from the immutability 
of the Divine counsel, it follows, that these elect never 
becomo reprobates and perish. (Matt. xxiv. 24; Rom. vill, 
28, 29, 80, 85; John x. 28 ;.2 Peter ii. 9.) } 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS xXxI. 


Hero I demand the same thing as before, —that it bo proved 
that this predestination was made for certain individuals from 
among rational creatures, indefinitely foreknown; and, at the 
same time, that creation is the way of election, or the sub- 
ordinate means of that decree, The-places cited prove neither, 
but agree very well with believers being the elect : for 
believers were ‘‘ ordained to life,’ because ordination, in Acts 
xiii. 48, does not denote the cause of faith, or the action of 
God according to which faith is given, but the action by which. 
God deals with believers in destining salvation to them. The 
kingdom has been prepared for “ the blessed” believers ; 
(Matt. xxv. 34; Gal. 
inscribed in the/ Lamb’ 
belong to the Lamb; (John xvii. 2; 


3 book of life, because they alone 
&e.;) and they alone 


are sprinkled with the blood of the Lamb; for they | 


and the Lamb has been con- 


. f His body, 
Saree Oho ‘ h faith in His blood.” (Rom. 


stituted “a propitiation throug 
iii, 25.) Believers alone have been y 
acquisition of salyation.” 1 Peter n. 7,9: “ Yeare a people 


iii. 9;) believers alone have been . 
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__of acquisition,” namely, ‘‘ you who believe.” Believers alone 


are “|prepared unto glory,” and ‘vessels to honour.” According 
to the same passage of Peter: ‘‘ Unto you which believe Christ 
is an honour: but unto them which be disobedient, a stone of 
stumbling.” {1 Potor ii, 7, 8.] 1 'Thoss. ii, 12, 18; ‘God 
calls you unto His kingdom and glory,” you who “ have received 
our discourse as the word of God,” and “who believe.” So 
Eph. i. 18, 18, 19; and in other places. Believers also are 
the elect, ahd they alone, that they may be ‘“‘holy and without 
blame before God,” [Eph. i. 4,] because their hearts are 
‘purified by faith.” (Acts xv.9.) ‘‘ Ye are all pure on account: 
of the discourse which I have spoken to you:” [John xv. 3:] 
but not as He spoke it, but as it was mixed with faith. 
‘Wherefore Augustine might have said far more correctly . 
‘the predestination of believers,” than “ of the saints:” for 
the object of predestination is expressed in the Scriptures not 
by the word ‘“‘saints,” but “believers.” or believers are 
destined to be “holy and without blame before God :” holiness, 
therefore, is posterior to predestination, and exists therefrom. 
‘Wherefore predestination is not correctly said to bo “of the 
saints;”’ because that mode of speaking signifies who are’: 
the predostinated, not to what thoy have boon prodostinatod. 
By the same law I might assert predestination to be of those 
who aro “conformed to Christ,” according to Rom. viii. 29 ; 
for they are predestinated to be conformed to Christ. 
Let the same argument here be made use of, by which the | 
author previously proved that the persons to be saved, damned, — 
created, are not the object of predestination, because those 
things are posterior to predestination itself, and exist from ° 
its act. ey Ma 
That creation is the way of election, can with no probability 
be said; nay, it is.contrary to the nature of election itself. 
For creation in the upright state of original righteousness is 
the common act by which all men have been created, elect 
and reprobate: therefore it is not the execution of election. 
For common, or general, things are prior, and creation is’ 
more common. Then again, election is not according to 
that love which must be considered in election ; not according 
to separation, because according to it the reprobate are not 
separated’ from the elect, as will hereafter be seen. But 
because this is said without Scriptural authority, it is disre- 
garded with the same facility as it is affirmed. — 
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THNSIS XXII, OF GOMARUS. 
The end, indeed, of election to life is, the glory of saving 
powor, wisdom, and graco: (Rom. ix. 22, 23; Tph. i. 63) 
but the end of election to the means is, holiness: (ph. i. 4; 


ii. 10:) just as the end of this, the terminus of election, is, - 


life. (1 Cor. ix. 24, 25.) 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDWURATION, ON 'TILESIS XXTL 

The terminus is one thing, the end (finis) another; éoyaror 
is ono thing, TéAos nnother. ‘Lhe end is [the glory] of grace: 
the terminus is whatever is last and ultimate: and so life is 
the terminus to which faith and holiness tend; but the end of 
clection is tho illustration of those attributes, according to 
which God carries out election. Here again L require it to be 
proved that God’s saving power and grace, which preside over 
election, are employed about certain rational creatures indefi- 
nitely foreknown. ‘ 

THESIS XXIII. OF GOMARUS. 

But casting away, or reprobation, is God’s predestination by 
which He has foreordained certain from among rational 
creatures indefinitely foreknown, in virtue of His own right 
and good-pleasure, from eternity rejected from eternal life, 
(Roy. xvii. 8; Matt. vii. 28,) to doath and otornal ignominy, 
(Rom, ix. 21, 22,) and to its way, (Prov. xvi. 4; Rom. ix. 21, 
22,‘\—creation in an upright state of original rightcousness, 
permission of falling into sin und loss of original righteous- 
noss, (Matt, x.29,) being forsaken thorein,—to tho glory of 
His power, wrath, dominion over the reprobate, and of His 
saving grace towards the elect. (Rom. ix. 18, 21-23.) 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS XXI.* 
It is most true according to’ the Scriptures, that God 
“has a certain casting away or reprobation, according to which 
He has appointed some from eternity to be rejected from lifo 
eternal, and to be adjudicated to eternal death and ignominy ; 
“in order ‘to make’ known His wrath and power against the 
vessels of wrath prepared for destruction :” and that tho 


cause of this act is the perfectly free and just will of God, the - 


* Philip Melanchthon, De libero Apbitrio: “Nor are the insanities of the 
“Manichees to be admitted, who pretend that there isa ccrtam number of men, 
whom they term baAsobs Kal xoixous, ‘wooden and earthy,’ who cannot he con 
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same Scriptures abundantly testify. Therefore I need have 
no controversy about that with the author of the ‘Theses. 
But the question is, 1. About the object, in what respcets it 
ought to bo cireumseribed; thon, 2. About the way and the 


- means appertaining to its execution ; 8..About’ the impulsive 


cause; 4. About God’s right over that object; 5. Lastly, 
about the end. At each of these we will glance severally, and 
here, indeed, at tho first point. Tho others wo will considor 
under the following 'I'heses, where the parts of this definition 
aro treated at greator longth. 

I deny, then, that the object of reprobation, or casting 
away, is rightly expressed in those words, “certain from 
among rational creatures indefinitely foreknown;” and I 
allirm that instead of those words these should be substituted, 
ee sinners, impenitents, and unbelievers.” The reason of my 
denial is, because the Scripture nowhere says that, but the 
contrary in many places. The cause of my affirmation is, 
because Scripture inculcates that very thing in numberless 
places. Come, then, let us look at those passages which the 
author here cites. In Rey. xvii. 8 it is said, ‘‘ They that dwell 


on the earth shall wonder, whose names were not written in 


the book of life,” &c. ‘The “ dwellers on the earth” are not. 
‘“‘ereatures indefinitely foreknown,” that is, not yet existing, 
nor considered ag existing or creable only; but creatures 
ulready created, and considored in thoir destination as croatod, 
Therefore. what I deny is not proved by that passage: nay, 
what I affirm is proved by that very place: for those “ dwellers 
on the earth” aro put in opposition to those who are “ with 
the Lamb,” and who are described as ‘called, chosen, and 
fuithful.”’ (Verse 14.) Jor they who were with the Lamb are 
those written in the Lamb’s book; but they are “called, 
chosen, and faithful:” calling and election is the inscription 
itself; but the faithful are those who are inscribed: therefore 
the non-called, non-elect, and unbelieving, are those who are 
reprobated ;' and non-vocation, non-election, is the non-inscrip- 
tion itself. ~But unbelievers are those who are not inscribed, 


-. according to the decree, ‘‘ He that believeth not on the Son,... 


the wrath of God abideth on him.” [John iii. 86.] 

The second passage is Matt. vii. 23, which stands thus: 
“T never knew you: depart from Me, ye that work iniquity.” 
What could be more plainly in favour of my opinion? He 
has not known the workors of iniquity: but not to know is, 
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not to elect, not to inscribe in the book of life. Rom. ix. 21, 
92, does not conduce to proving the matter, unless it first be 
proved that verse 21 is to be understood of God, and: the clay 
as denoting something not created, yea, not yet to be created, 
but only creable. [The author} will not be able to prove the 
former, because it is the protasis of the comparison, the appli- 
cation of which is in verse 22. Verse 21, then, treats of the 
potter-man, who has right over his clay, and power to make 
of it “‘ one vessel to honour, and another to dishonour.” The 
following verse subjoins, that therefore God with far juster 
cause can “endure with much long-suffering the vessels of. 
wrath,” and harden them, and ‘‘ prepare the vessels of mercy 
unto glory.” The clay is a created thing, capable of either 
form, honour or dishonour: but the creable is capable neither 
of honour nor of dishonour, except after it shall have been 
created. das 

The other passages are not adduced with reference to this 
matter. Therefore I deny, with perfect right, that the object 
of casting away or reprobation is correctly expressed in those 
words. But let us confute that with other arguments. . 


1. What is not capable of life and death, cannot be destined 


to death ; or rather, a nonentity cannot undergo any affection 
or passion. A creable thing is a nonentity: therefore cannot 
bo cast away or reprobated ; and thorofore God cannot will to 


cast it away. For He cannot will the impossible: otherwise 


He would not be wise. 

9. God’s first action in regard to any object, whatever it 
may be, cannot be its casting away or reprobation to eternal 
misery. Because God is the highest good, therefore His first 
volition, when engaged about any object, is the communica. 
tion of good. If it be otherwise, God is the supreme evil: 
(far from me be anything blasphemous in this expression :) 
and this doctrine is altogether worse than that delirium of tho 
Manichees in making two gods,—one good, and the author of the 
people of light; the other bad, and the author of the people 
of darkness. But this doctrine declares that God, by His 
own first volition about possible rational creatures, makes 
nation of light and a nation of darkness ; that He first wills 
them to be a nation of light and of darkness, before being & 
nation; first partakers of light and of darkness, before being 
a nation or people. God, then, was delighted with a pi 
people,—of darkness and of light; and willed to havo a people 
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as well of darkness as of light; because He willed some to be 
damned at the same moment and point of time as He willed 
others to be saved. What baser charge could be invented 
against. the good God? Hence it appears how easy is the 
lapse into Manicheeism, when any one is incautiously avoiding 
Pelagianism. ic ae er 

3. The meritorious cause of casting away is the sin and © 
disobedience of the person to be’cast away. But the meri- 
torious cause precedes in order the volition of the person to 
be cast away. For merit (or. desert) does not move power to 
action, but moves a just will to will the casting away of him 
who has deserved it. A rational creature indefinitely fore- 
known neither merited nor could merit anything. For it is 
only creable; therefore is not an object of casting away. 

4,. Salvation or eternal life is union with God, and eternal 
death is separation from God. But this separation is effected 
by sin: not that God cannot save; for His arm is not 
shortened: but because He does not will to save stubborn 


» sinners. But God’s will, as an internal action, is eternal: 


therefore He did not will anything rational, that was creable, 
to be separated from Himself, except by sin intervening. 


- Which cannot have this meaning, that there will not be an > 


actual separation unless sin intervene, but that God does not 
will that soparation to tako pluco with any one oxcopt a sinner, 
or one whom He then considered as a sinner, and as about to 
persevere in his sins. Ss 

If one chooses to adduce passages of Scripture in proof 
that God reprobates none but the sinner, and, indeed, on 
account of sin as a meritorious cause, and that therefore the 
proper object of casting away is a sinner, whether angel or 
man, and that a8 impenitent and unbelieving; an infinite 
number will present themselves. But the author will not 
seem here to contradict, but will wish to slip away and escape 
by the distinction which they feign to exist between the decree 
and the execution of the decree,—that God indeed actually 
damns none excepi the sinner, but that He destines to damna- 


‘tion the non-sinner, that is, one not considered as a sinner : 


for it is known that the sinner does not exist from eternity 


~ except in the mind of God forcknowing the future. But that 


distinction is most futile: for the decree and the execution 
differ only in these respects: 1. That the decree is an internal 
action, the execution an external. 2. That the decree is 
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eternal, the execution is effected intime. 3. That the deerce, 
as internal, proceeds from wisdom and will; the execution, as 
external, is effected indeed by wisdom and will, but through 
power. In other respects they agree,—objects, impulsive 
cause, ends, &c. The reason is, because otherwise there will 
not be an execution of that decree: for, if God does not damn 
any except a sinner, it is necessary for Him to have appointed 
to damn none except a sinner; otherwise the decree will be 
changed. But let sin be considered, whether it intervenes 
between the volition, or deerce, and the power whereby God 
executes the decree, or whether it precedes volition. It is 
certain that the power is not set in motion by sin, but is used 
immediately by the will. . Therefore sin _precedes volition 
itself, as we have dlready remarked. Moreover, God's volition 
is no freer to be able to destine to damnation without injustice, 
than the external action by means of power, by which He 
cannot damn without injustice. Nay, the injustice exists first 
in volition, then in action; which is most notorious, sO much 
so that if any one does any action without will or yolition 
preceding, he is excusable: so the will alone is set down 


for blame. 


But since the proof of this difference is incumbent upon 


them, Ict us see what they bring forward in proof. ‘A tem- 
poral thing,” they say, “cannot be the cause, of an otornul 
notion, but of a tompornal ono But sin was commiltod in 
time ; God’s volition is internal, actual damnation external : 
Therefore sin cannot be the cause of internal volition, but ony 
of external action, which is exvcution.” But the major 16 
false, if that which is temporal in act, call be considered in 
the mind from eternity.. For the impulsive cause often mover 
as it is united to the mind in understanding : but sin mr a 
God to will, not to do, except by the intervention of the will. 


Secondly, they say, that ‘‘t follows therefrom that God's: 


i ded by the action of the creature »” which 

Pe hink ston. But the consequent is denied ‘ $a sh 
if the action of the creature were supposed, God might ja me 9 
_ adecree of this sort. But if it be said that that whic a 
the later is suspended, and is such as not to be oe er 
the action of the creature vs ponnceats Let : ati Bit: 
rightly and most truly ; for Go wou eet: 
i ation, if He had not-consideree | 
ees eee « And now Jehovah had established, ! 
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xxv.) EXAMINATION OF GoMARUS. 593 
or “ would have established,” ‘‘ thy kingdom for ever. But 
- now,” because thou hast done this, ‘thy kingdom shall not. 


continue,” &c. (1 Sam. xiii. 18, 14.) 
Tadd that this is a new and recent discovery, by which the 
decree and the execution of the decree are so distinguished. 
But there will be a more ample opportunity hereafter of dis- 
cussing that. I only remark this, that all the passages in 


which the Scriptures affirm that impenitent sinners and unbe- 


lievers shall not be saved, but damned, appertain to God’s - 
decree and internal and eternal volition, not to its execution, 
except in so far as it is in succession and consequent to the 
decree ; and that therefore those very passages refute the 
exception whereby it is averred that damnation itself deals with 
such objects, but the purpose of damning with no objects at 


all in a formal ratio, or invested with a condition or quality. 


tie THESIS XXIV. OF GOMARUS. 
The termini of reprobation are two: the first, from which its . 


beginning is taken, eternal life ; the last, to which it tends,  - ~ 
_ eternal death. Whence arise two—not species, but,as it = 


' were—parts and degrees ; destination of rejection, first from 
life eternal, and then to death. Of which the former is com- 
monly accustomed to be called negative reprobation ; tho 
latler, agirmative and positive: the former is properly non- 
clection, contradictorily to cloction ; but tho Inttor, including 
the former,-—whenco it is also by synecdoche called by its 
mame, (Rey. xvii. 8; xx. 15,)—is opposed contrarily [to 
election], and ought to be understood in this place. Because 
non-clection, since it is a simple negation, appertains. also 
to those not to be created, not predestinated: and then, 
on the other side, reprobation, since it is predestination, 
necessarily puts forth and marks out a certain scope. 


-ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS XXIV. 


If that distinction of reprobation were used in a correct 
sense according to the Scriptures, so as that sin as the meri- 
torious cause should be set before both parts or degrees of it, — 
I should say nothing in contradiction to it, although it be not 
of great utility. But now, since that distinction has been sub- 
tilely discovered by those who thought they could use it as a 


‘yefuge from the strong arguments of those who object, from 


the Scriptures, that reprobation is made solely on account of - 
VOL. II, QQ 
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sin, it must be examined by us, and we must consider what 
force it has. First, however, something will have to be said 
‘ nbout its origin. cat et es 

When Augustine’s opinion about predestination had. been 
introduced, and it had been received by many ; others, how- 
ever, disputing against it, and objecting in the first place, 
that the cause of Divine reprobation was not the mere and 
pure will of God, without the consideration of sin, but that 
God reprobated on account of sin; and proving that by many 


places of Scripture; a twofold answer was found to this 


objection, not at the same time, but at successive periods. 
The first was that of Augustine himself, and of those who then 
lived, and even for sometime afterwards defended his opinion; 
‘namely, that- sin indeed is the meritorious cause, but, since it 
is common to all mankind to be brought forth from one mass 
of perdition, that this does not come into consideration, when 
we are treating of the difference between the elect and the repro- 


bate: for that God can bave mercy upon whom He will, and - 


not have mercy upon whom He will not; that is, can harden 


and damn. Both set up the sin of Adam before that decree 


of predestination, common to the whole race, as antecedent. 
About that we are not now treating, because our author rejects 
that consideration. The second is that of those who lived some 


ages afterwards. ‘I'hese, in order to remove sin from being’ 


tho causo of reprobation, not only in that mode in which it 
has been said, but also to push it still further away, invented 
a twofold act of reprobation, the one negative, the other affirma- 
tivo : the former, the unwillingness to bestow life ; the latter, 
the volition to confer eternal life. The former they ascribed 
to the mere and pure Divine will, without any regard to sin, 
either peculiar or general, perpetrated or to be perpetrated by 


the creature. The latter they affirmed to exist on account of 


sins; although they made that very sin common to the whole 
human race. Hence they fancied themselves to have a firm 
answer to those who made sin the cause of reprobation : for 
- gin could and ought to be the meritorious cause of damnation 


or of death itself; but it could not be the cause of that nega- 


tive act, by which God would be unwilling to confer life; for 
that would belong to the perfectly free, power of God, who 
can do what He-will with His own. Eternal life was His own 
good : this He could bestow on whom He would, and not 
bestow on whom He would not, even though the former werd 
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not considered as righteous, nor the latter as sinners. There- 


; fore they defined the object of non-election as clothed with 
9 different formal ratio from the object of predamnation: the — 


former, man considered in pure naturals,or otherwise, yet with- 
out sin; the latter, man only as a sinner. 

And this distinction is approved and made use of by many 
even in our own day. But it cannot be used by the author ° 
of these Theses agreeably to his own opinion: for he puts 


_ sin as the subordinate means of the whole decree of reproba- - eas 


tion, as well of predamnation as of non-election ; nay, he has ~ 


_ mentioned salvable and damnable, but not non-eligible or non- 


salvable ; and those that are to be saved and damned, but not 
those that are not to be saved. He could therefore have not 
adduced that destination,'as doing no service whatever to his . 
opinion, nay, as contravening it. For, if taken according to 


the sense of the authors, it raises up sin before the decree of — 
- damnation,—does not subordinate it, as this author does : and 


therefore, that he may express himself in conformity with his 
own opinion, he adds that that reprobation must be understood, 
not which is opposed contradictorily, but which is opposed con- 


_ trarily to election, because non-election appertains also to the 


not-to-be-created, and to the non-predestinated. But indeed 
those authors have not so understood non-cloction; for, thus — 
considered, it is cessation from every act and pure universal 
nogation, without roferenco to tho ratio of any subject. But 
the authors who first made use of it, say that it is an act, but 
a negative one; that is, one by which something is denied to 
one, which is granted to another. Wherefore they resolve that 
[negative act] into this affirmative one,—the volition of non- 
bestowal ; so as to add the negation, not to the act, but to the 
object of the act ; the subject being presupposed to which it does 
not will that object, that is, life eternal, as it wills it to others, 
in that sense in which God is said to have “deprived” the 
storks [or ‘‘ ostriches] ‘‘of understanding,” that is, not to 
have bestowed it on themas.He has doneonmen. [Job xxxix, 
17.] On this account we might dispense with an examina- 


tion of that distinction, as being one which does not support 


the theory of our author. But, because mention is made of 


-. it here, let us in few words demolish it. 


I say, then, that in our own mind and in the subtilty of 
thought those two acts can be distinguished; but I deny that 
they can. be so distinguished with God in cause, object, and - 
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end. For the cause of non-inseription in the book of life is 
the same as that of inscription in the earth and in the book 
of death: the same names which are inscribed in the book of 
death are not inscribed in the book of life, the same and no 
other, neither more nor fewer: the same is the ond of [non-] 
inscription in the book of life, and inscription in the book of 
deatli: wherefore it is also called blotting out from God’s book, 
from the book of life and of the living. Nor is any mention 
made in the Scriptures of a volition of God whereby He wills 
non-life to man, or by which He non-wills eternal life to man, 
except that volition whose cause is man's sin; object, man a 


sinner; end, the declaration of God’s wrath and power. If, . 


indeed, there were any medium between life and death, salva- 
tion and damnation, and a middle state of some neither living 
nor dying,—supply, for ever ; then a device of that kind might 


have place: but since there is no such thing, and all the non- . 


elect are foredamned, and the foredamned non-elect, although 
predamnation necessarily follows non-election, according to 
their opinion, if they will only speak in accord with themselves, 
thon it must be entirely repudiated, as invented in order to 
shed darkness on the truth, and to evade the stroke of those 
who aro battling for the truth. But of this distinction I havo 
treated more at length in the “ Conference”? with Doctor 
Francis Junius, of pious memory; and wny one that likes can 
{hore road about it. 

THESIS XXV. OF GOMARUS. 

The Iorm of Reprobation. 
The form’ of reprobation consists in the pre-ordination of 


rejection from life to eternal death, and the way thercto,—. 


creation in an upright state of original righteousness, per- 
mission of lapsing into sin, loss of original righteousness, 
the being left therein. Hence it is called non-inscription in 
the book of life from the beginning of the world, (Rev. xvil. 
8,) designation to damnation, (Jude 4,) preparation of eter- 
nal fire, (Matt. xxv. 41, with 83,) appointing to wrath ; 


(1 Thes. v. 9;) and the reprobate are styled “vessels of 
wrath,” and ‘‘ unto dishonour,” ‘‘ fitted to destruction.” 


(Ron. ix. 21, 22.) Wherefrom it is also concluded that the 

reprobate never can become elect, and partakers of right- 

eousnoss and life. ' 
ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON TIIESIS XXV. 

Before we deal with the second thing which we havo said 
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| 
must be considered in reprobation, namely, its way, we will - 
explain the passages cited above, because they present us with — 

We have previously examined the passage, Rey. xvii. 8. 
The place in Jude calls them ‘‘ ungodly men, and denying the 
grace of Christ: and this indeed was first in the mind of God, 
before they were designated to damnation; which is apparent 
from a collation of verses 13 and 14 with this verse 4. Tor 
he says that they were ‘‘of old ordained” thereto, that is, in 
the times of Enoch, who prophesied against them. In Matt. 
xxv. 41, eternal fire is said to have been ‘prepared for the 
devil and his angels,’”’—therefore for none except sinners: for 
the devil-is so not by nature and God’s creation, but by his 
own sin and fault. In 1 Thes. vy. 9, believers are those who. 
have not been appointed to wrath; as, on the other hand, 
unbelievers are the children of darkness who have been 
appointed to wrath. So.also Rom. ix. Tor, wherever there 
is mention of wrath, there sins must necessarily have preceded 
it: for God is not angry, nay, cannot be angry, except with 
‘sinners. But wrath is an internal act of God,—lest any one 
should cavil [with regard to the expression], “‘ appointing to 
wrath,” that God-is angry with thom when they have been 
made such according to an antecedent decree: for the wrath 
of God ilwelf is tho cause of that decree of reprobution: for the 
sumo is tho impulsive causo for making the decreo, whose 
glory is illustrated by its execution, It is. astonishing, then, 
that the authors of this doctrine adduce those passages which 
‘mako directly against their opinion. 

Now let us see about the second thing. Tour ways of re- 
probation are specified, or rather, four parts or steps of the 
way marked out by reprobation; and of that way as it is 
common to angels and men. ‘The First step is their creation 
in an upright state of original righteousness. The Second, 
allowance of their lapsing into sin. The Third, loss of original 
righteousness. The Fourth, the being left in that loss or 
privation of original righteousness. Let us look at them singly. 

1. Creation in an upright state of original righteousness may 
be called ‘a way of reprobation” loosely and in a wide and 
lax sense, or rather in a misapplied meaning, s0 far as that 
God cannot reprobate and adjudicate to death any one, unless — 
He has created him upright and good ; or strictly and pro- 
perly, since that ereation was instituted by God to this end, 
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to serve for the execution of the antecedent decree of reproba- 


tion, preceding the decree of creation; which decree of creation 
was made on that account, to bea way to the execution of the 
‘decree of reprobation; so that the whole essence of creation 
is relative to that precedent decree, as without which creation 
would not have been about to exist, and on which creation 
depends and has been accomplished. It is in this last mode 
that the author here says, that creation in an upright state 
of original righteousness is a way of reprobation. But I affirm 


that that is something new, and unheard of in God’s Church ~ 


for some thousands of years, contrary to the Scriptures, and 
most alien from the truth, not to say blasphemous. - Let a 
passage be produced from the Scripture of the Old or New 
estament, whiclr states this: let any of those first and less 
corrupt Fathers be brought forward who has affirmed this, 
nay, who has not taught the contrary whenever there was 
‘occasion to treat of the end of creation. | 

Two passages of Scripture were cited before, in Thesis xxiii., 
in proof of this matter,— Prov. xvi. 4; Rom. ix. 21, 22.. Let 
us look into them, to see whether this is their bearing. The 
former runs thus: “Jehovah hath made all things,” or “all 
men,” ‘‘for Himself: yea, even the wicked for the evil day :”’ 
where God is clearly said to create “the wicked for the evil 
day,” not because Ho has dostinod thu croablo ‘to tho ovil 
day,” to create or make them wicked, or so to ordain the matter 
by His deerce as that they necessarily become wicked, in 
order that a way may be opened for executing. His own 
decree. For the wicked are in existence before they are 
destined to the evil day: and the reason is rendered in this 
place, why God creates all things, namely, on account of 
Himself, to illustrate His own perfection. An example is 
added, which scemed as if it must be entirely exempted from 
creation ; that is, to forestall objection, a reason is rendered 


why God created the wicked man, who, He knew, would bo ° 


wicked; namely, because God could also declare His glory in 
him and by him, if He justly condemned and committed him 


to perdition. He created, therefore, not the wickedness, but - 


the man who was about to be wicked, yet not by God’s creation, 
but by his own fault: nor is there any reason why God should 
desist from creating him whom He knew as about to be wicked. 
For so God’s goodness would be hindered by the badness of 
the creature who might be about to abuse His goodness; aud 
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God would cease to confer benefits, which is His own peculiar — 


attribute, because the creature might be about to commit 
evil, and to abuse God’s good gift; which would not be a — 


-. becoming part for God. But as creation was not to be 


suspended on the action, about to follow, of a man or creature, 
so also, if that action should stray beyond the orbit of the 


'- order prescribed, God knew how to bring it back to that order, 


by inflicting punishment for guilt. This passage, therefore, 


conduces nothing to the proof of the proposition ; or let it be . oe 


* shown how it does. It is not enough to cite a passage; it is 


necessary to show its application to the proposition. The 
passage, Rom. ix. 21, 22, also has nothing to do with this 
matter; as we have already shown, though with another end 
in view: that explanation, however, serves also for this end 
and scope. 


Fes But now let us prove the contrary, namely, that creation in . 
an upright state of original righteousness is by no means ‘‘a 


way of reprobation,” but the surest token of God’s benevolence. 
and love towards those whom He created such. Jirst, From 
the very nature of the Creator; and that indeed variously. 
i. From His wisdom, according to which creation was carried 
out,—in this manner: A wise artificer makes nothing except 
for a certain end which is really good, or at least has the 
appearance of good: But God is tho most wise Artificer : 
Therefore. My sub-assumption is this: But to create in order — 
to damn, and to create some only for the purpose of ‘being 
able to damn them, is the part of the highest stupidity and. 
folly, because it is done to no end. Therefore God did not 
create man in order to damn him, or creation is not a way of — 


‘ yeprobation. For damnation is not a good either of him who 
ig damned, or of Him who damns without reason, only because 


He wills to damn. For God’s glory cannot arise out of that 
action, but only the deepest dishonour. of God: and no action. 
can be imagined of greater ignominy, than for Him to create 
men in order to have those whom He may damn. u. From 
His infinite goodness. The Supreme Good inflicts evil on none 
by His own proper motion, but only when impelled: by the 
wickedness of the creature; nay, and is not willing to inflict 
evil on any; nay, and cannot, unless impelled by the wicked- 
ness of the other: But to create in order to damn is to inflict 
evil on any one by His own proper motion: Therefore the 
Supreme Good does not create in order to damnation: and — 
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therefore creation is not a way of reprobation. In another» 


form: The first action of the Supreme Good towards any 
object cannot be bad for the object: But reprobation is bad 
for the object: Therefore God’s first action towards gan object 
cannot be reprobation. iii. From His justice and equity. It 
is unjust to reprobate what is not wicked. For, as what is 
good is the proper object of approbation, so what is wicked is 


the proper object of reprobation. But what is not created 


cannot be wicked: therefore it is unjust to reprobate what is 

not created. Therefore God does not reprobate the non-created, 

and on that account creation is not a way of reprobation. 
Secondly, Vhe same thing is proved from the very ‘act of 


creation, and its cause. i.-Creation.is the communication of - 


good : But creation which is effected with this intention, that 
it may be a way of reprobation, is not the communication of 
good: Therefore creation which is effected with that intention 


is not creation, and on that account true creation is not a way 


of reprobation. I prove the minor, because a good which is 


“communicated is to be valued only according to the intention » 


of the donor, and the end for which it is given: for the gifts of 
enemies are not gifts. But creation, if it be instituted to this 
end, that he who is created may be damned, who cannot 
nctunlly be damnod unless created, 18, with regard to tho 
donor's intention, a great evil, and, with regard to its end, 
tho grentost evil for him who roccives it. Mor ho vocoiyos nu 
brief existence to this end, that he may eternally suffer. the 
infliction of infinito misery: ho reccives an animal good, that 
he may be eternally afllicted with a spiritual or contra-natural 
J]. It is horrible even to think such a thing of the Creator. 
ii. Creation is not an act of hatred: therefore creation is not 
a way of reprobation. The consequence is certain; because 
reprobation is from hatred ; and if creation be a way of repro- 
bation, it is done from hatred towards the reprobate. What 
is here said, that it is one thing to hate, another to destine to 
hatred, is most untrue; and it is false that reprobation is not 
- destination to hatred, being prior to the actual hatred itself; 
if hatred be an internal act, which is eternal. And who ever 
heard that reprobatingywas prior to hatred? since no one 
reprobates except from hatred,—reprobates, I say, to the 
deepest misery of him whom he reprobates. God from eter- 
nity hates sin and sinners, even though not existing; but 
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they will feel the effects of His hatred when they shall be. 
actual sinners: and because He hates them, He casts them 
away from Himself: for hatred is an affection of separation ; 


- but to reject or reprobate is to separate ; and therefore hatred — - 


is prior to reprobation. iii. Creation is a perfect action of God, 


by which God has declared His infinite wisdom, His supreme 


goodness and power : therefore it is not a way of reprobation, 


that is, instituted to be subservient to another action of God. 
Nay, the decree about creation is prior to the decree about a 


reprobation: therefore creation is not a way of the decree of 
reprobation, or a means subordinate to that decree. 

Thirdly, The same thing is proved from the state in which 
man was created. i. Rational creatures were made after the 
image of God, that is, in true righteousness and holiness: 
therefore creation is not a way of reprobation, or a subordi- 
nate means of executing reprobation. Understand that Iam 
not here saying that a creature made after.God’s image can- 
not be reprobated and damned; for it can be, if it becomes 
evil: but my assertion is that creation in such a state was — 


not instituted for this purpose, that those so created might be a 


damned, according to the precedent decree of reprobation, as 


‘is here pretended. Jor that state was in its own nature pre- 


pared for eternal life, For righteousness and life aro joined 
together in the order of nature in accordance with God's will. 
But God doos not invert tho ordor of things instituted by Him. 
self: yet He does so if He creates the upright for damnation. 
Therefore creation in righteousness is not a way of reproba- 
tion. ii. If all rational creatures had lived conformably with 
their primeval state, they would have obtained eternal life. - 


' Therefore, either some of them could not live conformably to 


that state, or, if they could, were not created directly and — 
professedly for this purpose, that they might be damned: for 
they could not in any way overleap the end and boundary of 
creation, — 

Fourthly, The end of creation in a state of righteousness is _ 
this, that rational creatures may know, love, worship, God 


“their Creator, and live in bliss with Him for ever.” This is 


signified by the state and condition in which they have been 
created, and by the command laid upon them by God with the 
promise of eternal life, and the threatening of eternal death. 


. Therefore no rational creatures have been created by God with 
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this intention, that they might bedamned. Creation therefore 


is not a way of reprobation. 


Fifthly, All the actions of God which tend to the damnation | 


of the creatures are actions alien to God: But creation is not 
an action alien to God, but proper to Himself: Therefore 
creation is not a way to damnation. 

Sizthly, All men were created in one, Adam, with the same 
condition, without any difference. Therefore creation is not 
a way of election to save some, and a way of reprobation to 
damn others. 

Seventhly, If creation is a way of reprobation, and God wills 
to create some rational creatures because He has reprobated 
them, and in order to damn them, then it follows that God is 


delighted more by~ the damnation of some than by their - 


creation ; and that He gains greater glory from damnation 
than from creation. For what He wills more, this.is more 
good: but He wills this action of His which is damnation 
more than that which is creation, if the latter be the way to 
the former. But this is false: therefore creation is nota way 
to damnation. ; 
Eighthly, Creation is not, in God’s absolute intention, a 
way to that which could non-exist when creation was com- 
pleted, nay, which He endeavoured, as much as in Him lay, 
to provent from oxisting: But when erontion was carried out, 
any rational creature of whatever sort could be not damned, and 
God, by grace bestowed, law enacted, promises and threaten- 
ings added, endeavoured to prevent them from being damned: 
‘Therefore creation is not a way to the damnation of any 
rational creatures. | 
They answer, that God did not create any creature that it 


might be damned as a creature :—for this would be unjust — 


but that, having become wicked, it might be condemned: that 
is, He destined a creature to just damnation, which could not 
be just except by the intervention of that creature’s sin. But 
indeed, say I, [in that case] God’s intention in creation is 
just so much the worse and the baser, as it is more wretched 
to perish by sin and, as it were, by one’s own fault than to be 
condemned being blameless. For this, according to them, 1s 
the order of the decree of reprobation:—In the first moment 
or point of time, God willed to reprobate some rational 
creatures ; thatis, destined them to damnation. In the second 

moment, because they could not be damned while non-éxistent, 
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Te determined to create them, in order to have creatures whom 
He could damn. In the third moment, because He must 
damn them justly, it was necessary for them to sin and 
become wicked: but they could not sin, unless they were 
created upright: He therefore determined to create them 
upright, to lay down a law for them, and ordained that they 


should sin and become wicked, in order that He might inthis 
way attain the end of creation, that is, to carry out their — 


reprobation in damning them for His glory. In this process, 


I say, they ascribe far baser things to God than if they should 


simply say that He created some creatures in order to damn 
them ; because they introduce God as dealing with some of His 
creatures by hypocrisy and by fraud, and with wonderful art 
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leading them into sin, in order that the poor wretches may 


seem to perish by their own fault, and to suffer deservedly 


what God—(far from me be that blasphemy, for such it is, 
‘which they who thus teach seek to fix upon God !)—delights 


Vehaa 
nee 
mes 


and exceedingly desires to inflict upon them simply from His _ = 


own will and pleasure and mere wantonness of mind. But “2% 


more about that blasphemy elsewhere near the end. That. 


_ way of speaking also is wrong, that God destines a creature 


that is not sinful to just damnation ; because He does not 
destine to just damnation except according to justice: but it 


is not the part of justico to destino a non-sinful creature to. 


damnation, but of the highest injustice and most perverse 


malice, worse than which not eyen the devil himself could 


conceive in his own most wicked mind. Come, O God, and i; 


vindicate Thy glory from tongues speaking perverse things 


concerning Thee; nay rather, correct their minds, that they ~ 
may consecrate their tongues to Thee, and may hereafter . 


rightly proclaim true things, and things worthy of Thee, in - 


accordance with Thy word ! 


2. The Second step of the way destined by reprobation is 
put by our author as being, allowance of lapsing into sin: which 
we grant to be truly attributed to God no less than creation 


itself: but that it is a way of reprobation, or even a subordi- 


nate means to the decree of reprobation, serving for its execu- 
tion, that I thoroughly deny. And because there is here one 


: ratio of men, and another of angels, (for the latter have fallen 


into sin without hope of pardon, the former have so fallen that 
at least some of them may be raised up from that fall, even 


by our author’s confession,) therefore we will treat of the allow- — 
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ance of the fall by which men have lapsed into sin, omitting 
that which concerns angels, of which the Scripture gives us 
but sparing dotuils. : 

But let us see, in the first place, how he proves allowance 


of the fall to boa way of reprobation. One passage is adduced’ 


in Thesis xxiii. for this purpose,—Matt. x. 29: ‘* Are not two 
sparrows sold for a farthing? and yet one of them does. not 
fall on the ground without your Father:” whence it will be 
proved in like mannez that man did not fall into sin without 
God. But it is not thereby proved that that fall is a way of 
reprobation : for we allow that God permitted the fall of man ; 
but it is not thereby proved that this permission was granted 
by God because He wished that it should serve the decree of 
reprobation, as-a means of executing it. Therefore the proof 
is inconsequent. But not even this is proved by that passage, 
namely, that man did not fall without God; because there is 
no similarity between the fall of men into sin, and the fall of 
birds on the earth : for the latter fall is into misery, the former 
into sin: by the one, evil happens to the little bird; by the 
other, man perpetrates evil. Wherefrom there is the fallacy 
of homonywy in the word “ fall,” which in the one case denotes 
suffering evil, in the other the doing a bad action ; in the one 
suffering immitted by God by THis own will, in the other action 
committed by man contrary to the will of God, yet permitted 
by tho name Cod, unwilling to hindor with: thivt foroo which 
man would be unable to resist, or which he was not about to 
resist according to God’s foreknowledge. The passage, more- 
ovor, is wrestod away from Christ's intontion. lor Io is 
consoling His disciples against the calamities which might 
befall them ; for that the Father would excrcise care over them, 
and that nothing would happen to them without God and Ilis 
providence which administers all things; because He exerts 
care over cven the most minute little animals: the argument 


being drawn from the lesser, as is apparent from verse 31: 


“Fear ye not therefore, ye are of more value than many spar- 


rows.” Let this be applied to falling into sin, and then the. 
absurdity of this argumentation will be apparent :—Be of good . 


courage, Adam; the law has been enacted for thee, and thou 
shalt not dash against it except by God's permission. ; 
Hence arises a doubt whether that phrase, “Japsing into 


gin,” is according to the Scriptures and the nature of the affair ; 


since maparTayua itself is “a delinquency,” or‘ offence,” 
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Pegs or sin; ’-as in Gal. vi. 1: ‘If a man be overtaken in some ~ 
© fault,” maparTopatt. Whence it seems to be gathered that 
the lapse of Adam is a sin, with its appendage, which is his — : 


fall and ruin, from the dignity in which he was created, into a 
state of misery; in which way if these things be considered 
distinctly, then God will be the permitter of sin committed by — 
Adam, and the immitter (inflicter) of the lapse by way of just 


judgment for sin committed. But it is altogether better to _ oe 
abide in the modes of speech used in the Scriptures, and to ~~ 


say “permission of sin,” instead of ‘‘ permission of lapsing 


. into sin: if this had been done, that passage of Matthew 


would by no means have been dragged into this discussion, 
unless in this sénse: ‘As a sparrow falleth not on the ground 
without God, so also Adam did-not fall from the state of his 
excellence without God:” which is most true, since God does 


‘the former according to His absolute right over His creature, 
' the latter according to His right over a sinful creature. It is 


evident, then, that this passage has nothing to do with the 


matter in hand. I should wish another one to be produced a 


from the Scriptures, by which it may be proved that permission 


of sin is a way of reprobation, and a means subordinate to — es 
- that decree. | 


Arguments, indecd, are adduced from God's nature itself, 
namely, His wisdom and omnipotence; likewise from Ifis 
providonca, But-wll thoso things, in whatoyor modo usod, do 
not prove that lapse to have been permitted as & means sub- 


- ordinate to the decree of reprobation, but only permitted by — i. 


God, omniscient, omnipotent, and governing al things ; and 
permitted indeed because He willed to permit it: but that He 
willed to permit it because He wished thereby to execute the 
decree of reprobation, this is deduced therefrom by no conse- 
quence. An argument is brought forward from Thomas 
[Aquinas], (Swn., part i., qu. xxill., art. 8,)—‘' To permit any — 
one to fall away from eternal life is to reprobate: Therefore 
the decree of reprobation has that permission subordinate to 
jt.” Lf this argumentation is granted, nothing is concluded af- 
fecting this matter: for we ave treating of permission of sin ;” 
the argumentation deals with permission of lapse, or falling 
away from eternal life, which is misery. But, indeed, reproba- 
tion is not the permitting any one to fall away from eternal life, 
according to what Thomas, contradicting himself, says after- 
wards, in these words: “ Reprobation includes the will of. 
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permitting any one to fall into sin; and of inflicting the 
punishment of damnation for an offence :”” whence it appears 
that to reprobate is the same as to ‘determine to reject any 
one from life eternal, and to punish according to the desert of 
sin. As to what is said about permission of sin, wo deny 
that it pertains to the reprobation of man: nay, we deny that it 
is a correct expression even with regard to the angels, that they 
were permitted to sin according to the decree of reprobation. 
For God does not reprobate except a sinner, whether angel or 
man. They will say that this was evident from the event 
itself, because God was unwilling to raise them up from the 
fall; which being premised, they would not have been able 
to rise again ; and_therefore the condemnation to which they 
were reprobated was joined to their fall by a necessary con- 
junction. So itis: but between their sin and condemnation 
intervened the judgment of God, unwilling to pardon sin to 
them, but [willing] to punish severely according to deserts. 
Therefore their condemnation is according to the decree of 
reprobation, but not their fall; as being that on which repro- 
bation has ensucd according to God’s most just will. . I know 
not whether any thing else can be produced for strengthening 
this proposition : but, that the permission of sin, or of lapse 
into sin, is not a way of men’s reprobation, with which we 
have especially to do, can be proved by sound arguments. | 
First argument: Sin is- tho moritorious causo of etornal 
damnation ; therefore it necessarily precedes the just volition 
of damning: but the just volition of damning is reprobation ; 
therefore sin precedes reprobation, and therefore the permis- 
sion of sin does so also. The consequence is plain, from a 
twofold cause; i. Because sin impels the will to will to damn, 
not the ability to damn. ii. Because the volition ig unjust 
which does not will damnation to a sinner: for it wills to 
inflict on some one what does not belong to him, namely, 
punishment without fault. The evasion is futile, by which it 


is said that punishment indeed is not inflicted except on a 


sinner, but that God destines punishment to a non-sinner : 
since there is injustice, first, in the destination and volition ; 
~ secondly, in the very infliction. If a man hates his neigh- 
pour, he sins, even though he inflicts upon him no suffering of 
evil: and yet God‘may do rightly, if He holds the non-sinner 
in hatred, on whom, however, He will in His own time inflict 
evil, when He shall have so managed the matter that he falls 


Dalene eS 


autiteass 


Ee Re a ea PR 


CES re RS AS 


x 


ease es KD 


i 


ae 
Rasaeaaiagon! 


z ee of ae Th Laney 
Lequnrete he sume er Cen een rca 


© Goa Wee 


“S 
ee 


cs ye 
NRE Anes eee 


es 


. I require the proof thereof. 


~ to confute any truth whatever. 
~ game permission, and one in number, according to the decree of 


- to that decree of reprobation. 
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into sin necessarily in respect of that management ; because 
Te wills to bring evil on man, not only as evil to himself, but 
as the punishment of sin! past. . = 
* Second argument: What is common to all men without dis- 
tinction of elect and reprobate, that cannot be said to haye 


‘ 


been destined by’ the deerce of reprobation: But the permis- — es 


sion of sin, or of a lapse into sin, was made in common and 
universally to all men: for all have sinned in Adam: There- 


‘fore the permission of a lapse into sin is not according to the ~ 


decree of reprobation, or a destined way of reprobation. Some 


> one will say that permission in respect of these is a way to 
~ damnation destined by reprobation ; that in respect of others 
it is not a way of reprobation. 


In truth, they are obliged to 
say so, when they wish to contradict my argumentation. But 
If it is lawful to make all sorts 
of assertions without proof, then truly it requires no great art 
There cannot be one and the 


reprobation, andaccording to another decree inany way opposed 
Let the decree be mentioned. 
For, in truth, God permitted even Adam to sin in his own 
person on his own behalf, who. yet was not damned. He per- 
mitted in him many to fall, who-yet were not damned; and 
that not without a sure decree. Let, then, the decree be pro- 
duced, that we may know whether permission is a way of 


reprobation to damnation of some, or, on the other hand, a— me 


way of another decree to something opposed to damnation. 
Tho decree of election cannot be produced ; because then per- 
mission also would be set down by our author as a way of 
election and reprobation in common, like creation: but he © 
has not set it down : therefore it will be a decree, ifnot opposed 
to reprobation, at least either prior or posterior to it in the 
order of nature. Not posterior: let -it be produced, and a 


~ name given to the posterior. Therefore prior; and as those 


things which are prior are often more general, and those which 


- are more general are always prior, perhaps it will be the per- 


mission of falling into sin, according to the decree of God 


preceding the decree both of election and of reprobation. I 


say, perhaps, because any thing, on account of being prior, is 
not immediately said to be more general, But it is according 
to the decree of providence about the creature, which was 
created with liberty of will, and which God willed that He 
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would govern according to tho mode of that nature which IIe had 
given him, lest He should rescind His own appointment. Accord- 


ing to this docree Ifo loft man in tho hand of his own counsel, - 


that He might test his voluntary obedience by enactment of law. 

Tho Third argument we deduce lenee: The permission 
which, according to God’s creation, and His providence fitted 
and belonging to that precedent creation, was due to man’s 
liberty, is not » way of reprobation to man’s damnation, or a 
subordinate means to reprobation : But permission of Adam’s 
first sin, or of his fall intto sin, was duc to man’s liberty, 
according to the mode of creation and Divine providence: 
Nhoroforo it was not a destined way of reprobation. 

Vourth argument: If permission of falling into sin is a way 


of reprobation, then only some men sinned in Adam; to wit, - 


the reprobate; not the elect: But the consequent is false, 
therefore the antecedent also. ‘The consequence cannot be 
refuted :it is eluded when the distinction is adduced of which 
we made mention in the Second argument. 

Fifth argument: If permission of falling into sin is a way 
of reprobation, it follows that all men are reprobate: for all 
have entered on the way which has been destined by reproba- 
tion: But the consequent is false, therefore the antecedent 
also. The consequence is sound. For if that permission is 
in any mode a way of reprobation, then in every mode it is a 
way of that, and of that only, not of anothor docroo. Tuoet the 
decree be shown, to which it belongs, together with the decree 
of xoprobation: no decree will be given, except’ one which 
excludes the decree of reprobation. 

Sixth argument: If permission of falling into sin is a way 
of reprobation in respect of the reprobate, then it follows that 
something opposed to that permission is at the same point 


and moment a way of election: for election and reprobation _ 
march on with equal steps, and are spoken of oppositely: so . 


that as often as any action is supposed contravening the one, 
an opposite action must be supposed, belonging to the other 
either negatively or affirmatively, and opposed collaterally: But 
nothing can be presented, opposed to that permission which 18 
a way of election, that is, which belongs to men Therefore 
that permission is not a way of reprobation in respect of the 
reprobate. This.argument refutes the position itself which 18 
laid down, and the evasion of that distinction of which we have 


already made mention. 
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Soventh argument: If pormission of falling into sin is a way. 


_, of reprobation with regard to the reprobate, then it follows 


that tho porsovoranco in good opposed to that pormigsion is a 


“way of election: But no man has persevered in good; all 


oqually have sinned in Adam: 'Therefore permission of fulling 
into sin is not a way of reprobation. The consequence is firm 


‘ from the truth of the Sixth argument preceding. Tor there 


ought to be some opposite action which should be a way of 
election :, but the action opposed to that permission is perso- 
Vorance by Divine help. Which is also evident in tho predes- 
tination or election and reprobation of angels, according to 


this our author: for tho reprobate ones wore wlowed to full, 
_ the elect were strengthened that they might not sin, according 


to the intention of these Theses. Whence it is apparent that 
our author himself ought to confess that there is a difference 
between the predestination of the former and of the latter: of 
which hereafter. 
These arguments suffice for the confutation of that second 
Wayee. i i 
8 The Third way, or Third step of the way, is, loss of ori-. 
ginal righteousness ; which we also deny to be away of repro- 


. bation, and have a right so to deny, because no species of 


proof tending this way has been adduced. But we stato thogo 
reasons of our denial. TV irst reason: The punishment which 
is inflictod only as due to sin committed, not as not to be con- 


_ doned by mercy, was not destined by the decree of reprobation : 


But tho loss of original rightcousness is punishmont inflicted 
on men by God only with this aspect, that it is due to sin; 
not with that aspect, that it is not to be condoned by mercy: 
Therefore it has not been destined by the decree of reprobation. 
For, since it is inflicted by the decree of reprobation, then, if 
the non-reprobate have deserved the same punishment, it is ~ | 
condoned to them: by mercy: and it is therefore inflicted on 
these [the reprobate] as not to be condoned, because God is 
not willing to condone with a volition opposed to that by which 
He wills to condone the others. Second reason: Because itis 
common to all men, without distinction of elect and reprobate. » 
See the Second argument of the preceding treatise.* Third 
reason: Because it is inflicted on sin according to the provi- 
dence appertaining to the giving of thelaw. For itis a threat- 

* Arminius, here and'subsequently, refers to the arguments just given, in his 
copions treatment of “the Second step of the way ” of reprobation.—W. N. 
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ening added to the law, and the punishment was given accord- 
ing toit. But the law was not enacted according to the decree: 
of predestination, that is, either of election or of reprobation, 
but according to providence, as it is opposed to predestination, 
and precedes it. See the Third argument of the preceding 
treatise. Fourth reason: If the loss of original rightcousness 
is a way of reprobation, then only some men have lost it. But 
the latter is false: therefore the former also.. See the Fourth 
argument of the preceding treatise. Fifth reason: If the loss 
of original righteousness is‘a way of reprobation, then it follows 
that all men are reprobates, because all have lost it: but the 
former is false, therefore also the latter. See the Fifth argu- 


ment preceding. Let the Sixth and Seventh reasons be taken °° 


from the Sixth and Seventh arguments. For the same are of 
force here also, the requisite changes being made; that is, 


“logs of original righteousness ” being substituted in the place’ 


of ‘‘ permission of falling into sin.” 


4. The Fourth step of that way is, according to our author, . 
leaving in the fall, and in loss of original righteousness: that’ 


is, non-restitution or non-restoration of the same. This truly, 
whomsoever it may befall, befalls him because he has been 
reprobated by God; and that is the most certain way of repro- 
bation, and the precessor of eternal death, on which eternal 
death uceossarily follows, according to tho porcmptory decree 


of God, and Ilis omnipotence. But truly that presupposes sin — 
as a meritorious cause. Therefore conceding that way, or . 


conceding that this forsaking is a way of reprobation, gives no 
aid to the cause advocated in these Theses. And indeed it 
cannot be denied that God has signified that He reprobated 


the sinning angels on that very account, because He willed 


not to restore them to their pristine righteousness ‘and truth. 


But it may be disputed whether God willed to deal in the same , 
manner with some men, so as for them to sin in Adam without . 


any hope of pardon. I will not here treat of this controversy 
at full length, as I shall perchance hereafter have a more fitting 
occasion of dealing with it: yet I cannot but cast before the 


truth-loving reader one or the other of these thoughts to be 


considered._ ; 
First. There seems to be a much more just cause why God 


should not grant:pardon to sinning angels than to men; and 


on a twofold account. i. Because they sinned from their own - 


malice without persuasion ; (for we hold that Satan, the chief 
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of the devils, drew his fellows with him, not by persuading : 
them, but. by merely preceding them ;) but men by the devil’s 


persuasion. il. Because they each sinned in their own proper — 


persons, but men in Adam, Wherefore, if God go deals with * 


--. some men, nay, with much the greatest part, as to adjudge 


them to eternal damnation on account of this sole sin, He 
scems to have dealt more rigidly and severely with them than 
with fallen [angels ?] devils, which appears to me scarcely pro-— 
bable. I think it can be proved from the Scriptures, that God 
loves men more tenderly than He loves angels: all men, I 


~~ mean, without consideration of election. 


Second. All to whom the Gospel is announced are com- 


- manded to believe on Christ ; and indeed with the added induce- 


ment that they shall receive remission of sins if they believe, 
and the threatening that if they do not believe they shall be 
heavily punished. . But to many to whom the Gospel is 


announced, God, by the absolute decree of reprobation, neither 


wills that Christ should be of advantage, nor is willing to 

bestow remission of sins. -Therefore they are commanded to © 
believe a lie, and are heavily punished because they do not. 
believe it:—which be it far from us to attribute to the good — 

God. let these points be explained, and then we shall see ~ 
what it is we have to face. 

_ If any one say that the steps have indeed been examined 

and discussed one by ono, but, if all of them aro taken together, 

then, being joined, they form the destined way of reprobation; 
I reply that they cannot be joined, because not destined by . 

one decree... They follow each other, indeed, according to 
God’s will, but not according to one and the same decree made 


- by that will; nay, not according to several things, of which 


some are necessarily subordinated to others. For man might 
be created, fall into sin, and lose original righteousness, and 
yet not be left in sin and misery. | 

_ We do not rejectwhat is said at the end,—that the reprobate 


-. gannotbecomeelect,—ifitis properly explained; though we would 


rather not here enter on a discussion about absolute power: 
but we think that what has by God’s decree been appointed 
not to be done cannot be done ; (which should rather be spoken 


~~“ of as not about to be;) but appointed by such a decree as is 
described to us in the Scriptures. 
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TIIESIS XXVI. OF GOMARUS. 


The impulsive cause is God’s good-pleasure towards the thing, 
which He approves; (Matt. xi. 25, 265) not towards the 
person, whom He reprobates.° Wherefore reprobation is also 
called hatred ; (Rom. ix. 18) and the reprobated are named. 
‘never known” and “cursed.” (Matt. vii. 23; xxv. 41.) The 
justice of which depends on the right and wisdom of God, 
the heavenly Potter, and supreme Lord of all, and debtor to 
none. (Rom. ix. 20; xi. 85, 36; Matt. xx. 15.) Right: 
because, (as itis said in a most apposite allegory about God,) 


“Hath not the potter power over the clay, to make of the ° 


sume lump one vessel unto honour, and another unto dis- 
honour ?” (Rom. ix. 21.) Wisdom: as well because a variety 
of vessels, to honour and dishonour, appertains to the orna- 
ment of the world, as if it were the house of the Lord; (2 
Tim. i. 20; Eph. iu. 10 ;)as because He does not lead them 
down to their destined destruction, except by permitting the 
desert of the reprobated, as a subordinate means. For, 
‘willing to ‘show His wrath and to make His power known, 
He endured with much long-suffering the vessels of wrath 
_ fitted to destruction.” (Rom. ix. 22.) So that the cause and 


matter of perdition, officient and sufficient, may be found in . 


tho reprobate, 


MUMINIUA'H GCONATDINALION ON 'LTMATA XXVT. 
In this Thesis the impulsive cause of yeprobationis explained, 
and its justico is built up. Let us see about both. , 
1. Tho impulsive cause is gaid to bo God’s good-ploasure, not 
towards a person, but towards a thing. But the thing 18 
eternal death: for reprobation is destination to eternal death. 
God, then, approves of the eternal death of some of His 


rational creatures indefinitely foreknown : that is, He estecms . 
it grateful and agrecable.. Tow is this proved? The passage, - 


Matthew xi. 25, 26, is adduced, which is as follows: ‘I re) 
to Thee, O Father, Lord of heaven and earth, that Thou Bt 
hid these things from the wise and knowing, and hast revealac 
them unto babes. Tven so, Tather: for thus the good 
sure wasin Thy sight.” Itisa fallacy of the elenchus.” : 7 
the consequent is not proved from tho antecedent. (1.) Beca 


the word “ good-pleasure ” is not to be referred except to the a 


~ 7 o Reis. . re 
latter member, as we have already gaid. (2.) Hven : . we 
* That is, the fallacy called ignovatio elenchi. See p. 110,—W: N. 
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allowed that that word refers to both, the proposition does not 


follow, since those ‘wise and knowing” ones, opposed to 
those little children, are the wise according to the world, whose 


Wisdom was carnal, worldly, and devilish : according to which 
_ they judged the wisdom of God to be foolishness, and struck 


against it as a stumbling-block, whereby they rejected against — 
themselves God’s counsel respecting their salvation. But what 


" agreement is there between them and ‘‘ rational creatures inde- » 


finitely foreknown?” ‘There is therefore no proof. But it 
contravenes the express word of God, which says that God wills 


not the death of asinner. ‘ Have I any pleasure at all” (de- 


siderando desidero) “that the wicked should dic? saith Jeho- 
vah:” (izek. xviii. 28:) where the verb pon is used. ‘“‘I live, 
saith God, if I wish the death of the wicked!” (Ezek. xxxiil. 
11.) If God does not wish the death of the wicked, much less 


- does He wish the death of the non-wicked, yea, of the creature 
not yet in existence. The subterfuge by which distinctionis 


made between willing anything on account of itself, and willing 


- if on account of something else, is vain: for God denies alto-  - ae 
gether that He wishes the death of the wicked or the sinner, 


therefore neither on account of itself nor on any other account. 
Yot, oven if this subterfuge were allowed, still it would not back 
up. this sentiment, in which God is said to havo ‘ good- 


 ploaswro” ina thing, hab is, In tho duwth of tho wleked s an 


oxprossion which is not used about those things which any ono 
wishos on “account of something else. Lf the word ‘ good- 


- pleasure ” were changed into the word “‘ pleasure ” or “ will,” it 


would be more tolerablo; although, according to the author's 
opinion, that reprobation cannot even be said to be made 
according to God’s pleasure and will, since the Scriptures take 


away both pleasure and good-pleasure from the death of the 


wicked man who has not obstinately and contumaciously 
refused the proffered grace. Tor the wisdom of God delights 
in the perdition of the obstinate wicked, and God takes com- 
fort. from such enemies of His in avenging Himself on them. 
(Prov. i. 25, 26, &e.; Isaii. 24.) 

This very thing is proved hereby, because reprobation is — 
called “hatred,” and the reprobated “never known,” and 
‘‘cursed:” for each of those expressions furnishes a most fitting 
argument in proof of my sentiment. Tor God hates nothing 
except unrighteousness, which is a proper and adequate object 
of the Divine dislike; and on its account He hates the wicked 
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who will not renounce it. Whence it follows, since reprobation . 


is called “ hatred,’ that the meritorious cause of reprobation, 


which also is numbered among the impulsive causes, is sin: 
but that volition of God which is called God’s ‘‘ good-pleasure”’ 
does not take its rise from sin as its meritorious cause. So 
also the reprobate being called ‘never known” proceeds from 
no other cause than that the reprobate are sinners and workers 
of iniquity, whom Christ says that He never knew, and whose 
“‘way shall perish,’ because the Lord knows it not; (Psalm 
i. 6 ;) as, onthe other hand, the upright persist in their way, 
because God knows and approves their way. Cursing also ~ 
appertains to sinners only; according to that, ‘‘ Cursed is he 
who continueth not in all things.” (Gal. ii. 10.] Therefore, 
since the reprobate are cursed, the reprobate also are sinners ; 
and first sinners before they are cursed, because sin contains 
the meritorious cause of cursing, not only pronounced and 


‘ inflicted on the wicked outwardly, but also inwardly decreed . 


from eternity. 

In this way, then, let what has been said about the impulsive 
cause be corrected: ‘‘The impulsive cause is the just will of 
God, who hates sin and unbelief, and on account thereof repro- 
bates the impenitent and unbeliever, and dooms him to eternal 
damnation,” &c. - 

2. Tho justice of that good-pleasure is built up on the nia 
and the wispom of God. ; me 

God’s rar to reprobate cortain particular ones from among 
His rational creatures, indefinitely foreknown, is asserted by 
threo epithets, which the author assigns to God. i. The First 
is, that Ie is the heavenly Potter who has power over tho 
clay, to make of the same lump one vessel unto honour, and 
another unto dishonour. ii. The Second, that He is. the 
supreme Lordofall. iii. The Third, that He is debtor to none. 

i. As to the First: I deny that God is called, anywhere in 
' Seripture, “the heavenly Potter,” or “the Potter.” Not in 
that passage which is quoted from Rom. ix. 21: because that 
potter is not God, but aman; from whose power over the clay, 


to make from/'it a vessel to honour or to dishonour, it is con- | 


eluded by comparison from the less to the greater, that God 
much more justly has the power to harden by patience the 
vessels of wrath fitted to destruction, and to save the vessels 
of mercy. For the meaning and argument of the Apostle is | 
inverted, if those words, *‘ Has not the potter power ?”’. are 
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understood as spoken of God by allegory. Let them be changed _ 
into their proper terms, [according-to this notion,] and. the GS 

- absurdity will be apparent: ‘‘ Has not God power over rational oe 
~~ oreaturés indefinitely foreknown, to make from them some to a 


honour, some to dishonour? But if God, willing to show 
wrath,” &c. It is evident from a comparison of both verses, © 

that in the former the Apostle is speaking of the potter, a — 
man; in the latter, of God. But let us even suppose God to 


‘be understood by allegory in the former verse under the name . 


of “the potter”? still nothing will be concluded in favour of 
the Thesis put forward. Tor it is not said that God wishes to 
make use of that right, but in the following verse it is explained - 
what God does, which falls far below the power of God; so 
that it is plain that God wills not to use His supreme rightin 
veprobation and in hardening the vessels of wrath. Let us — 


~ -olance at the other places in which God is compared to a potter. 


God says, by Jeremiah, ‘‘ O house of Israel, cannot I do with 
you as this potter?” (Jer. xvill. 6.) So, by Isaiah: “Shall 
the clay say to him that fashioneth it, What makest thou ?” 2g 
(Isai. xlv. 9.) .In which passages God ‘is not called a potter, — 
but is compared to one. ae 
ii. As to the Second: God is ‘‘the supreme Lord of.all,”” 


| who can do what He will with His own; (Matt. xx. 15;) and _ 


“of whom, through whom, and to whom, are all things:” ~ 
(Rom. xi. 86:) Therefore Ho has the right and tho power to — 
reprobate certain rational creatures, indefinitely foreknown, to — 
eternal damnation. Ideny the consequence ; andit is a mani- 
fold fallacy of [ignoratio} elenchi. (1.) Because Ho is not the 
Lord of things possible and not yet existing: for they are not — 


“of Him,” nor ‘through Him,” nor ‘to Him;”’ but if He . 


wills, they will be ‘of Him,” &e.; and when they shall have’ 
been “of Him,” &c., then He will be Lord of them, and then . 

He will be able to do what He will with them: (2.) Though ~ 
God is able to do what He will with “ His own,” (let us here = 
understand that by that word are signified, not things belong- — 
ing to God, but persons, as distinctly known in contradistinction 
to things,) yet it does not follow therefrom that God can do 
what we say with His own, unless we assume, ‘But God wills 
to do this with His own ;” and conclude, ‘ Therefore He can.” 
Let the question here controverted be propounded, and let that 
passage of Matthew, here adduced, be employed to prove it ; 
this syllogism will thence be formed: “ Whatever God wills to 
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do with His own, this He can do by His own ‘right. ” This is. 
But Gods wills to make, * 


the major in the text from Matthew. 
from among His rational creatures, indefinitely foreknown, 
some vessels to honour, some to dishonour: Therefore God 
can do this by His own right.” The minor is clearly false and 
wbsurd, sinco rational croaturos indofinitoly foroknown avo 
said to belong to God, and to be comprehended under the word 
‘His own.” Who can be so-.absurd and senseless as to be 
ignorant that God, whose will is never unjust, can by right do 
whatever He may will with His own? Yet we must not, under 
that pretext, invent what we like out of our own brain, and put 
it as a subject for God’s right and-will. For we can imagine 


many things according to the vanity of our mind, which God . 


neither is willing to do, nor can do, nor can will, nor wills to 
be able to do; such as this, to reprobate to eternal death one 
who has not merited it. ! 

iii. As to the Third: God is ‘‘ debtor to none:” therefore it 
is lawful for Him to reprobate to eternal damnation certain of 
His rational creatures indefinitely foreknown. There is more 
in the conclusion than in the premises: for he who is not a 
debtor is not bound to bestow what is good; but it does not 
follow therefrom that it is besides lawful for him to will and 
inflict evil upon any one who does not owe punishment to him. 
Thorofore, that promiso haying boon laid down, tho conclusion 
ought to be: “Vherefore God is not bound by debt to clect 
any creature to eternal life ;”’—which is most true. or noone 
first gave to Him, that it should be repaid to himself. It is 
apparent, then, that no such right of God as our author 


here invents can be set up and ascribed to God by those epi- — 


thets, according to the passages from which they have been 
taken. 

Now let us see how the justico of that decree can be said to 
depend on God’s wisvom. ‘his is affirmed, in two modes, 
I. Tho First is as follows; ‘‘ Becauso a varioty of vossels, to 
honour and dishonour, appertains to the ornament of the 
world, as if it were the house of the Lord: ” whence itis con- 
cluded that /God could rightfully,—nay, that it would have 
been just, as being what tho adornment of tho werld required, 
for Him to make some vessels to honour, others to dishonour ; 
that is, to destine some to eternal life, and others to death. 
Vor He is tho supremely wise Architect, and the most provi- 


dent Administrator of His house, who would not be willing 


SS a ices or 


Ey 
Les ier ae ae aa 


ie er hs eS es 


framed for destruction,” (Rom. ix. 
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‘that anything should be absent from His house which could in» c : 
But I hold the antece- es 


any way contribute to its ornament. 
dent to be false ; and in order to demonstrate its falsity more 
fully, Iwill first explain certain things which disguise the 


_ truth, and by some sort of pretext support the falsity. 


Tirstly: That similitude of vessels to honour and dishonour 
must be diligently expounded ; and it must be shown how those 
vessels must be understood in the proposition, and how in the - 
application of the similitude. 
the truth,—the similitude being dragged too far, and the 
vessels to honour and dishonour being taken, not as they come 
to be understood in the application, but as in the proposition, 
which is the cause of the mistake inthis matter. The vessels, 


then, to honour are taken in the proposition for vessels des- | ~ 

- tined and serving for some more honourable office ; the vessels 

to dishonour, for those which have been set apart for some .— 
less honourable use ; yet both sorts agreeable, acceptable, and 


meet for the Lord ; both necessary in the house ; and therefore 


-not the one sort absolutely honourable, the other dishonour- 


able, but both honourable ; but, by comparison of greater and 
lesser honour, the one honourable, the other not honourable ; 
the ono to honour, tho other to dishonour. Sco 1 Cor. xii. 23, 
24, about honourable and dishonourable members ;' to which 
dishonourablo mombors wo pay tho greater honour, as being 
no less necessary than the comely members in the same body, - 
as it is stated in verse 22. But the vessels which are to be 
understood in the application are spoken of in quite another 
manner ; (wo are not treating of comely vossels;) namely, that 
they are cast away into eternal disgrace and dishonour, un- 
erateful, hateful to the Lord, and unfitted for His uso; as it 
is in 2 Tim. ii. 21: ‘Ifa man therefore purge himself from 
these,” &c. These are vessels not merely useless, because 
they bring no profit to the Lord who possesses all things, (as it 
ig in Luko xvii. 10,) oven thon whon thoy hayo dono all things 
which it was their duty to do ; for so all vessels, even those to 


~ honour, are useless: but vessels wicked and perverse, crooked 


and incorrigible, which, being bound together, are ‘‘ cast into 
outor darkness,” and ‘ into nieranl firo;”’ (Matt. xxii, 18; xxv. 
80, 41;) vessels which are not preserved whole, and used, but 
whichare “broken with arodof ir on,” and “shivered to picces” 

like the dust of the earth; (Rev. il..27;) “ vessels of wrath 
22.) not those of which God 
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avails Himself, when angry, to destroy the Babylonians, (Isai. — 
xiii. 5; Jer. 1. 25,) but such as may themselves perish and be 


utterly lost. . 

In this way, then, must the ‘‘ vessels to dishonour ” of which 
we are treating be understood. Nay, but wowhere are the 
wicked called by that name, namely, that they are ‘‘ vessels to 
dishonour.” In Rom. ix. 20 is the propounding of the com- 
parison : in verse 22 is its application; and there the wicked 
are called “vessels of wrath framed for destruction :”” and 
what is more, tho vossels to honour are not compared to the 
vessels of mercy, and the vessels to dishonour to the vessels 
of wrath, each.to cach ; but the comparison consists in this, 
that as tho potter has the power of making from the same 
~ clay one vessel to honour, anotherto dishonour, and the thing 
formed has nothing to complain of, even though it be a vessel 
made to dishonour by the potter, and not-to-honour,—so also 
God has the power of having mercy on whom He will, and of 
being angry with whom He will; of making the believer a ves- 
sel of mercy, and the unbeliever, who seeks righteousness from 
the works of the law, a vessel of wrath. Nor has the unbeliever 


and works-man any cause of complaint against God on that - 


account; since He bears with him, though worthy of the wrath 
of God and sudden destruction, yet with much lenity, before 


destroying him, and bears with him “to repentance,” as itis 


exprossod in Rom, il. 4. Let the comparison be looked at in 
Jer. xviii. 4, 6, where the wicked are not compared with ves- 
sels to dishonour, but God shows, from the comparison of the 
potter, that He can destroy the Israclites as easily as the ves- 
“gel in the potter’s hand was broken up, and can make other 
vessels for Himself, just as the potter immediately prepared 
another vessel for himself; that He can raise up children to 
Abraham from the stones, (Matt. ili. 9,) and cut off branches 
sprung from Abraham as froma tree, (Rom. xxl Ti &e.,)— 
namely, those which do not pear fruit,—and cast them into the 


fire. (John xv. 6 ; Matt. iii, 10.) 
Secondly: It must be yemarked that [the author of the 


Thesis] calls this world “the Lord’s house,” and supposes - 


that those vessels of wrath and of mercy belong thereto: 
neither of which statements, I think, is made in accordance 
with the truth. Not the first : because the heaven of heavens 
is God’s “ dwelling place,” (1 Kings viii. 80,) though even “ the 
heaven of heavens cannot contain Him,” (verse 27,) but ‘‘ the 
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heaven is His throne, and the earth is His footstool.” (Isai. 
Ixvi. 1.) Meanwhile, however, this world, and this universe 


- which is shut in by the compass of the uttermost heaven, is | 
~ nowhere in Holy Scripture called God’s house ; but paradise 
_and the third heaven is called God’s house, in which there are 
. “many mansions ;” (John xiv. 2;) which house of God is con- 


tradistinguished from this world by Christ, in John xvi. 28: 
“T went forth from the Father, and came into the world: © 
again, I leave the world, and go to the Father.” Not the 


second: and that indeed:on a twofold account. i. Because 


vessels of mercy and of wrath belong not to one house of God, 
in whatever way that ‘‘ house” be taken. For vessels of merey 
are inscribed in heaven, vessels of wrath on carth: vessels 
of mercy have the name of the city of God inscribed on their 
foreheads, and are citizens of the heavenlyJerusalem; vessels 
of wrath are not citizens of the heavenly Jerusalem, but are 
“without,” and outcast ‘sons of the bondwoman.” (Gal. 
iv. 80; Rev. xxii. 15.) And such is the hiatus between the 
vessels of mercy and the vessels of wrath, that they cannot be — 


- gaid to be comprehended in the compass of one house. 1. 


Because vessels to honour, or of mercy, do not belong to the 
present and first world, but to the second, new,and future world; 
for they belong to the “‘ new heaven and new earth,” to the “ new 
Jerusalem.” (Rey. xxi. 1, 2.). The future world has been 


~~ gubjected to them in Christ. (Heb. ii. 5.) They belong to 


the Church of God and Christ, which is His body, and the ful- 
ness of Him who filleth all in all; and they are God’s ~ 
spiritual house, the temple of God in the Spirit, with whom 
unbelievers have nothing in common, nor those who serve 
iniquity, vessels of unrighteousness and wrath. 

‘Hence comes the Third thing to be considered, to which I 
know not whether our author will agree. For I know not 
whether He calls God the heavenly Potter and Architect of . 
His house with regard to the first or the second creation. I say, 
then, that vessels to honour and of mercy are not made in the 
first, but in the second and new creation. 2 Cor. v.17: “ If 
any man be in Christ, he is a new creature: old things are 
passed away ; behold, all things are become new.” They were 
made such, not by generation, but by regeneration, and by 
the renewing of the Holy Ghost. (I am speaking of men, to~ 


_, the exclusion of angels.) Jamesi. 18: “ That we should be a 
kind of first-fruits of His creatures.” Whence it follows that 
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that honour was ordained not by the decree to the execution 
of which the first creation appertains, but by another decree, for 


the execution of which the new creation provides.’ For by the 
decree of predestination the foundations are laid of the new 
world, the new heaven, the new earth, and the new Jerusalem, 
the Church of Christ, which has been redeemed out of the old 
world, from every nation and tongue, mortified to the world, 
that it might belong to another, namely, Christ. (And this 
should be most carefully considered in this place: for it tends 


to the entire confutation of these Theses, and to the destruc-. 


tion of the very foundation upon which they have been built.) 
To this new creation the vessels to dishonour and of wrath do 
not belong ; because they have rejected the Corner-stone, on 
which they ought to have been built up as living stones, that 
they might be a “ spiritual house,” and the dwelling-place of 
God in the Spirit. (Eph. ii. 21, 22; 1 Peter ii. 5, &e.] 

When these things are taken into account, the falsity of the 
antecedent is plain and perspicuous ; namely, that the variety 
of the vessels—of wrath to dishonour, and of merey to honour 
—appertains to the adornment of God’s house. For, (1.) 
There are, First, vessels which are broken in pieces, to be 


punished with eternal darkness, to be burnt up with inextin- . 
guishable firo, But these conduc not at all to the adornmont | 


of the house. (2.) They do not belong to God’s house, in 


whatever way ib may bo considered, wud nono of them aro | 


comprehended in one house with the vessels of mercy and to 
honour. Therefore that varicty does not belong to the adorn- 
ment of God’s house. (8.) God adapts the vessels of mercy 
to honour by the new creation, that, being made holy, they 
may not only be fit for His uses in His house, but that they 
also may be a spiritual house, and a holy temple in the Spirit. 
But indeed God made the vessels of wrath to dishonour, 
neither by the first nor by the second creation: but when first 
they had been created in God’s image, they became wicked 
and distorted, and thereby merited wrath, because they have 
been unwilling to be corrected and to be freed from righteous 
anger, and have been sentenced to wrath and eternal disgrace 
by the peremptory judgment of God. Wherefore they are not 
an ornament of God’s house, but have been rejected from 
God’s house-as excrements by God Himself. For whatever 
conduces to the adornment of God’s house, that has been 
made by God Himself according to His own intention: He 
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Himself is the Artificer of all His own vessels, the possessor 


and the user thereof. . 


But some one will say, ‘ Yet the vessels to dishonour serve a 


~to illustrate God’s glory.” I answer: They do not serve in 


_ the house, but outside of the house; and they themselves do _ 
not serve to that purpose, but God uses them for the glory of 
His name, by virtue of His goodness, wisdom, and omnipotence; 


nay, turns their use aside (abutitur); and uses them not in 
order to execute anything glorious for Himself, but by inflicting - 
on them the punishment due, by which their wickedness is 
brought into subjection to the order of Divine justice. The 
author will urge: ‘‘ Yet it is good that there should be vessels 
to dishonour; for otherwise the omnipotent and good God 
would not permit sin, neither would He make sinners vessels 


of wrath.” I answer: Nay; if it were good, then God would 


make them to be sinners, and so vessels of wrath: because 
everything which it is good should exist is made by God, the 
Author of all good. But it is not good that there should be 
sinners: yet it is good that God should permit to creatures, 


created with liberty of choice, the use and enjoyment of their 


liberty ; of which if they make a bad use by sinning against 
His law, then it is good, just, and fair, that God should make 
uso of that sin to His glory, eithor by graciously pardoning it, 
or by justly punishing it. And therefore, neither by itself, nor 
by nocidont or on occasion, is it good that sin should oxist: for 


sin is not an occasion of good, but God knew how to make use. ~ 


of it,—or rather turn its use aside,—not as a good thing, but 
‘to a good purpose. And this is shown by God's acts in dealing 
with sin,—pardon and punishment: for both are employed 


about sin as about an evil: for sin is pardoned and remitted 
as an evil; itis punished asan evil. ‘Therefore sin can inno 


respect be called a good thing : nor can it, with reference to . 


any consideration, be rightly said thatit is a good thing that 
sin or evil should exist.or be done in this universe of things. © 

II. The Second mode in which the justice of that good- 
pleasure of reprobation depends on God’s wisdom, is expressed : - 
in these words: ‘‘ Because He does not lead them down to their 
destined destruction, except by permitting the desert of the 
reprobated, as a subordinate means.” In which sentence there 
are more faults than words, besides the manifest falsity of the 
whole utterance. We will first remark upon those mistakes, 
and then briefly demonstrate the falsity of the whole. 
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The First fault is in this, that those already reprobated are 


said to deserve destruction ; when it should have been said, in 
inverted order, that those who deserve it are reprobated to de- 
struction: for merit is the impelling cause to reprobation, ‘as 
has been often before said and proved. The Second fault con- 
sists in saying that merit is permitted, when sin is not called 
‘merit,’ except in regard that God willed that it should merit, 
and that its wages should be death and destruction. Sin, then, 


is permitted indeed to be done ; but itis not permitted by God — 


that it should be -a merit or should merit, but that is so 
appointed by the law enacted and the threatening ordained. 
But this is a little matter, yet worthy to be noted. ‘The Third’ 
fault-is in this: that the merit or sin of the reprobated is said 
~ to be permitted by God, who reprobated them to destruction ; 
just as if that permission followed on reprobation ; when, on 
the contrary, that permission precedes reprobation in the order 
of nature; just as it precedes sin itself in act, which is the 


meritorious cause of reprobation, as it exists in the mind of God. — 


The Fourth fault is, that the act of God which reprobated to 
destruction, with regard to sin or merit, is explained by the 
word “permission,” which is insufficient to denote that act. 


For reprobation and the destruction of the reprobated are |, 
joined together by a band of necessity: but sin ought to inter- ° 


vono us tho morit of destruction according to this docreo of 
God, which is willing actually to precipitate no one to destruc- 
tion; except a sinner. Sin, therefore, ought necessarily to bo 
committed ; otherwise the reprobated would not perish, and 
so the reprobated would not be reprobated. But the necessity 
of committing it does not proceed from the nature or will of 
the creature: therefore it proceeds from some act of God: but 


that act cannot be permission, because it is according to it 
that the creature is permitted to sin; which being granted, 


the creature is able not to gin. Therefore there must be 


another act,—either affirmative, by which the creature may be 
impelled to sin by irresistible force; or negative, by which 
that may be denied to the creature, or taken away from him, 
without. which he cannot avoid sin : which negation or taking 
away, joined to the commanding of a deed not capable of per- 
formanee without that which is denied or taken away, falls into 
the affirmativexact of impulsion to sin. 
wrongly said that permission is the taking away or non- 
bestowal of grace necessary to avoid sin: for, if that be granted, 


It is therefore very. — 
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God does not pernut the creature to sin, but makes him gin. | 
‘The author ought, therefore, to have expressed himself, in | 


The Fifth fault is, that sin or desert ig said-to be v subordi- 
nate means of reprobation; since it is, according to God's 
_ eternal decree, a condition required in the person capable of 
Teprobation, For so it stands: ‘ Whosoever sin against Me, — 

them will I blot out of My book:” which is said in oppo- 

sition to Moses begging to be blotted out. [Exod. xxxii. 32, — 

33. ] The Sixth fault is, that the ‘‘ subordinate means” to 
- reprobation is said to be “‘ permitted by God:” in which words: 


there are two errors: (1.) That the means is said to be “ per- 


mitted,” when it is made use of by Him who ordained. the 
means to attain anend. (2.) That the subordinate means to- 
reprobation is said to be permitted by Him who reprobates : 
wherein is an evident contradiction: for, what God has sub- 
ordinated as a means, this He does not permit; and what He 


necessarily excludes the other: for the precedent subordina- 
tion of the means requires the production of the means, if not 
in existence; and the permission of sin as desert oxcludes 
its precedent ordination. 
Tho Seventh fault is, that tho subordination of sin as vu 
means to destruction, by the permission of sin, has the prior 
appointment; contrary tothe vory nature of things, according 
to which absolutes are prior to relatives. For sin absolutely 
for, in the abstract] is sin; but relatively it is the merit of 
destruction, and a means to it. . Sin, therefore, is not per- 
mitted, because it has been ordained to be a means ; but when — 
it has been committed, it is ordained by God, that it be pun- 
ished by the just destruction of the sinner, and so be brought 
under the rule of punitive justice, because it has been com- 
mitted against the rule of preceptive justice. If any one say. - 
that this ordination, that sin should be a means to destruction, 
is prior to its permission, because that law, ‘If thou sinnest, 
thou shalt die,” whereby punishment is ordained for sin, pre- 
cedes the very permission of sin; I reply that I allow that; 
but this ordination is not the same as that of which we are 
- here treating: for the law was given that sin might not be 
committed, and this subordination was made that sin might 
be perpetrated. That ordination when the law has been made 


ja conformity with his own opinion, thus: ‘‘ Because, only the ae 
- reprobate being led into sin,” &e. i 


permits, He does not subordinate as a means. The one action  —_ 
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precedes tho roprobation of individual persons: but this is— 
subordinate, according to our author, to the reprobation of 
certain individuals. at 35i : 

The Eighth fault consists in this, that he says that God leads. 
‘the reprobate down to destined destruction by sin as a sub- 
ordinate means. But this cannot be said of God, unless the 
leadership be assigned to Him, whereby He may lead the re- 
probated man by the way of sin down to destruction, which is 
the end and terminus of his life.. But he performs the leader- 


ship to any one, who is either the author of the way to be — 


entered on, and at the same time the pointer out of it, or who 
only points out the way to any one desirous of proceeding 
on it. In this place God’s leadership cannot be otherwise 
considered. than as that in regard of which He is to the repro- 
bate the author of the way to be entered “on ; for, unless the 
reprobate entered on it, he would not come to destruction. 
But nowhere does the Scripture attribute this to God, but its 
contrary. Rom. ii. 4: “ Dost thou not know that thou art led 
by the goodness of God to repentance ?” Thou, I say, be : 
‘according to thy hardness and impenitent heart pipe 
up unto thyself wrath ?”’ The Ninth fault is, that God is dei 
to “lead” the reprobate to destruction; since: that wor¢ 


attributes too little to God in this action : for God drags the 


reprobate along with twisted neck, and go pushos them for- 
ward into dostruction. ‘Bind him hand and foot, and cast 
him into outer darkness.” [Matt. xxi. 18;) 


From these remarks an opinion can casily be formed about 


ich 3 follows: ‘Tho 
the truth of tho whole utterance, which is a8 
justice of the Divine good-pleasure, by which He has destined 
to destruction certain from among 1a 
nitely foreknown, depends on that wisdom by which a ae 
not lead the reprobate to destined destruction except e e 
permission of their desert, as a subordinate means. or, 
since there are 80 many fi 
enunciation, it is 1mpossi 
true: yet we will demonstrate t 
itself and by itself. 


ble that the whole itself should ho 
he falsity of the whole im 


1. The justice of any volition cannot depend on what follows 


itd he good-pleasuro 
g lition: But the execution follows + g 
ih onaanent from the mode of leading to renee 
the destination to destruction cannot itself be ha " Bee 
the destination itself ought first to be just, before God beg 


to command it for execution. 


tional creatures indlefi- . 


sults and falsities in the parts of that. 
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: 2. That modo of leading to destruction cannot justify the 
destination, according to which the reprobate necessarily sins: 


but such is this mode; for to it appertains the subordination 


gf sin as a means to destruction. Nay, the injustice of the 
destination to destruction is aggravated by that very thing, 
that it has subordinated to it the appointment to sin, accord- 
ing to which a creature becomes bad, who according to the. 
other was to be wretched. But, because sin is a much worse evil 
than misery, since the former is contrary to Divine good, the 
latter only to human good, or the good of the creature, hence 
ordination to sin is far worse than ordination to misery: and 
if both are unjust, the former is the more unjust, nor can the — 


one justify the other: nay, destination to misery cannot be 


justified, except through sin committed by the creature with- 
out any such precedent ordination by God. For this would be 
not only to be delighted with the misery of His creature, but 
also with his wickedness, in order that he whom God wills to _ 


' be miserable should seem to be so with justice: although that 


creature cannot be sinful, which has been ordained to sin; 
and the creature which has sinned under these circumstances, 


~ cannot justly be miserable. 


8. What God cannot justly do, that He cannot justly will : 
But, according to the meaning of these Theses, God cannot 
actually condemn with justice, or lead to destruction, the non- 
sinnor; Thoroforo Ile cannot justly will to do that vory 
thing: that is, He cannot destine to destruction any one but 
a sinner. That is, He cannot justly will {to inflict] misory on 
any one on whom He cannot justly inflict it: But He cannot 
justly inflict it on a non-sinner: Therefore He cannot justly 
will {to inflicti it on a non-sinner. : : 

The passage which is added from Rom. ix. 22 conduces not 
in the least to the proof of this theory. For the vessels of 
wrath upon which God determines to show His wrath and 
power, were not destined to wrath before they were evil and 
perverse vessels; but when they had merited wrath, and 
were unwilling to be freed from that. wrath by offered 
repentance and grace, God destined them to destruction, which, 
however, He does not inflict, except He.patiently bears with 
them, even after they have merited His wrath twice, thrice, 
and oftener ; inviting them to conversion by His forbearance. 
(Rom. ii. 4.) We deny, therefore, that any cause and matter 
of perdition, whether efficient or sufficient, is found in the 
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reprobate who have been reprobated by that decree, and have 
fallen into sin according to a subordinate decree. Morcover’ 
wo affirm on the contrary, that God is the one only CAuse,— 
efficient, sufficient, willing, acting, ordaining, subordaining, 
oxccuting,—of thoir destined destruction, and of the sin subor- 
dinated to their destruction." . 

TIIESIS XXVII. OF GOMARUS. 


Wherefore, if God has destined and created any to destruc- 
tion, He cannot be ‘accused of injustice, on a twofold ac- 


count and right: first, absolute, that of dominion: next,” 


subordinate and related, (as it regards sins,) that of judg- 
ment. Wherefrom a twin sufficiency of justice shines ae 
whose splendour is so great that its rays are reflected wit ; | 
lustre in the open confession of Papal adversaries an 
Lutheran Doctors; who, though they contend with ie 
Churches about the will and the deed, yet icknowledge BS 
justice of the free power. Tor so Dr. Chrys. J avellus - ‘ ; 
the potter does not err nor act unjustly in te: : ny 
this vessel be made to honour, but that to aio 50 
~ God would not sin, if He should will to pave all, or to ¢ Aa 
all; or to save this man according $0 his RR ae ne 
damn that one absolutely.” Dr. Viguerius cs 5) ; ite 
thing formed,’ &e. By these words the Apostle a 1 } 
intimate, that if God, of His own power, eee gach! 
one to’glory, and reprobated any one to torments, : a he 
not have regard to punishment, without previous ou “ het 
only to penality (culpability]; nor could the man com} 


of God.” The same sentiments are taught by the Lutherans, 


Dr. Jacobus ‘Andreas,§ Dr. David Rungius,|| and Dr. 


Georgius Major.{ 7 
ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESI 


‘This Thesis is deduced from the ; 
tt from an antecedent: namely, that God shay a He 
cused of injustice, if He has destined and created any 


i i ; ‘mer one 
destruction! But truly, since we have confuted ‘the former one, 


the reasoning is inconsequent. 


* Thatis, according to Gomar’s theory of prede 
¢ Tom, ii, quest. De Causa, Predest. 

§ In the Mompelgart Conference, p. BOB: se 
" On the Epistle to the Romans, Chap. ix. P. A 
% On the Epistle to the Romans, Chap. ix., p. 76, 


Ss XXVII . ~ 


t Instit., cap: Xx, 5, 8, vors, 2+ 


preceding one, a8 @ cons.” 


It is, however, asserted here © 


stination, fairly workedout.— W.Ne 
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that He could do so from a twofold right: in order to form A 


judgment about which, we must ascertain how [the author] *. 


has described the object, with which God dealt in ordaining 
and creating to destruction. It is, ‘certain individuals from 
among rational croaturos indofinitoly foroknown.” Nov, 


_ thon, the inference is thus set forth : “ Wherefore, if God has 


destined and created to destruction cortain individual croa- ; 


tures ” of that kind, ‘‘ He cannot be accused of injustice, on a Sf 


twofold account and right,—of dominion, and of judgment.” 
And its manifest falsity will be apparent. Jor He can do - 


_ nothing by right of dominion to an object over which He has - 


no dominion: But He has no dominion over creatures indefi: _ 
nitely foreknown, that is, possible creatures, because they are 
not entities: Therefore God can do nothing to them by right of 


' dominion. For all God’s dominion over anything depends on ° 
some communication made by Him to that over which He will: 


have dominion. So He is Lord of His creatures, because He 
is their Creator. He cannot deal with such His creatures by 


right of judgment, because the right of judgment has regard es 
_ to sin, as our author says: but those creatures indefinitely — 
‘ foreknown are not sinners, since they do not exist. Therefore : 


that action which preceded every right of God which He has. 
as Lord and Judge over a creature and a sinful creature, . 
cannot be excused from any injustice because God brought it 

forth as Lordand as Judge. But let us grant that thoso creatures 

were already created, or at least were considered as created; 
I deny that God, because He has a right of dominion over them, 
ean rightfully destine them to destruction, unless He considers 
them as sinners, and they are truly sinners in God’s fore- 
knowledge. . For God’s dominion over the creatures is not so 
infinite that He can rightfully do with them whatever Hisinfinite © 
and absolute power could do with them. For every right of God 


over a creature rests either upon God’s benefaction towards it, 


or. on its ill-doing towards God, or lastly on a contract. But the - 
right of destining to destruction, which we are here discussing, 
does not rest on man’s ill-doing, nor is according to contract: 


therefore it rests on God’s benefaction. But He does not, 


from benefit conferred, derive the right of inflicting evil, or of 


decreeing or willing to inflict on a man an evil whicli exceeds 


the benefit conferred. But eternal death and misery far exceed 

that good which God has communicated to the creature by 

the action of. creation; for Christ says, “It would have been 
282 
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botter for that man if he had not been born.” [Matt. xxvi. 


24.) Therefore eternal destruction or eternal death is a 
groator ovil than this life, to which man is born and has been 
first created, is a good. Vor that evil is the highest of ll 
evils; and this good is not the highest of all good things. 
Creation, too, is the communication of finite good: but this 
destination to evil is infinite in its gravity ; that is, it is as 
grout as can be inflicted on a croaturo by God’s infinito omni- 
potence. If any one aflirm that God can do that, because Tle 
has also conferrod un infinite good on man, as when Ile created 
him to be immortal as to his soul; I answer that this evil is 
ageravatod by this very thing, that it is not only intolerable in 
_ its gravity, but also endless in its duration. : 

But, indeed, Scripture denies that God proposes that right. 
Gen. xviii. 25: ‘That be far from ‘Thee, to slay the righteous 
with the wicked: and that the righteous should be as the 
wicked, that bo far from Thee: Shall not the Judge of all the 


earth do Justice?’ Wherefrom this syllogism is framed :. 
To slay the righteous with the wicked is not to do justice: . 


But the Judge of all the earth cannot but do justice: There- 
fore the Judge of all the earth will not slay the righteous with 
the wicked. They reply, that Abraham is here speaking of 
the right of judgment, and of tho relative right which has 


rogard to sin; not of the right of dominion, and tho absolute, 


vight: that God indood cannot as Judge condomn tho rightoous 
with the wicked, but that He can as Lord do the same. thing 
without any injustice. But this is © mere subterfuge j; since 
Abraham docs not say that God cannot do this ut 80 fw WB 
Ho is Judge, but that He cannot pecausE He is Judge of the 
+ whole carth. lor that, “ Shall not the Judge of all the carth 
do justice?” 18 the argument by which He proves that God 
will not do that: it 1s not an explanation of the reason on 
account of which God will not do that. Then again, if the 
matter stands thus, Abraham has argued badly: for what did 
it profit him that God would not do that as J udge, if yet He 
- was to do it as Lord? Nay, truly, when anything belongs to 
God in one respect, which does not belong to Him asco 
to another aspect, then that ought not to be removed from {t p 
idea of] Him, but ought to be attributed to Him on ne: 
count of that respect according to which it appertains a 
Him. For example: the proprietorship and right over a 
- house cannot be snatched away from the purchaser, because 
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iat right doos not belong to him by inheritance. This artifice 
chen, is vate and futile, because it tears to pieces and confutes — 
Abraham’s ontire argumentation. For, supposo that God 


answered Abraham thus: ‘So itis, Abraham: Icannotecon- — 
denn the righteous with the wicked, since Iam willing to deal ° . 


with the Sodomites by the relative right of judgment which 
has regard to sin.’ But, in truth, who shall prevent Me from 
donling with thom by tho absolute right of lordship 2 ‘Then, — 

forsooth, I shall be able to slay the righteous with the avighen : 

without any injustice.” But far bo it from us to attribute such 
a senseless distinction either to God Himself or to Abraham ;_ : 
which if we wore to examine moro at large, wo should find thing 
it can have no application to the matter which we are — 


' discussing, 


For the right of judgment is not distinguished from the right 


‘ of dominion, unless as a species from its genus. Forthelord 


is the judgo :. and God is tho Judge, as being the Lord of Ilis 
creatures: take away His lordship, and He will not be Judge. — 
(We are not treating of an arbitrary or chosen judge.) Theres i 
fore lordship has a wider extent than judgment, and the Lord: 
does something as Lord which He does not do as Judge: but, 


, as He can also perform as Lord, not Judge, that action which 


Ilo carries out as Judge, this illustration is wanting in all . 


‘probability. Nay, it cannot bo that tho gonus and apocion . ee 


should slund in such rolution that the action which belongs to | — 
the species should belong also to the genus; the action, I mean, nie 


which belongs to the specios as such. But, indeod, tho con- 


domnation to destruction appertains to God as Judge: there- — 
fore it does not appertain to Him as Ile is Lord, that word © 


_ being contradistinguished from judgment [or the office of 


Judge]. For the Legislator has threatened destruction to 
tho disobedient: therefore the Lord has declared by His legis-- 
lation, of what kind of desert He has willed that desteaeeee ) 
should be the reward, and that indeed in accordance with the 
justice which precedes and circumseribes the lordship. For 
it is absurdly called “‘ absolute right,” as that is contradistin- 
euished from relative right. For every right is relative, whe- 
ther it be the general one of lordship, or the special one of 
judgment. And since the right arising from the creature’s 
ill-doing differs in its cause from the right which results from 
God’s well-doing, it does not seem possible for that punish- 
ment to be inflicted on the creature according to the right of 
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God over him resulting from His well-doing, which according , 


to God’s law he deserves by his ill-doing. — 

By no right, then, can God destine and create to destruc- 
tion any rational creature indefinitely foreknown;, and ho 
who attributes such a deed to God, attributes injustice to God, 
according to what Augustine says: “God is good, God is just : 
He can save any one without good deserts, because Ie is 
good; He cannot damn any one without evil deserts, because 
He is just.” (In Julian., lib. iii., cap. 18.) And elsewhere : 


“Tf God is believed to damn any one undeserving of it and. 
_ guilty of no sin, He is not believed to be alien from iniquity,” 


(Zipist. 106, ad Paulinum.) The distinction between the decree 
and the execution cannot be here adduced as a refuge: for, if 
God has a right, then He can execute that right without in- 
justice: but to execute that rightis actually to damn. But 
Augustine denies that this can be attributed to God, [as 
exercised] towards one that does not merit. it, without, 
injustice. . 
Confirmation of this opinion is added, moreover, from the 
testimony of, adversaries, as well Papists as Lutherans: but, 
before we take this into special consideration, we must pre- 
mise something. Wonderful is the vanity and inconstancy of 
tho human mind, making uso of all things at its own arbitrary 


will, now to this, now to the contrary end, just as if supposes 


they will conduce to the cause which it, favours. Does it 
approve of anything as true? the authority of adversaries, 
confessing the same thing, must serve for supporting it; as if 
it was impossible for those who contradict truth in some 
things in which there is disagreement, also to contrayene it 


* together with those from whom they dissent in many things. 


Does it condemn anything as false ? it must serve for its refuta- 


tion that heretics also say the very same thing: as if he who errs: 


in one thing or certain things, ought. also to err in all things, 


and could on no oce 
the light and clearness of that opinion which our author 
wishes to be'true, that he compels even unwilling adversaries 
to profess the same, opinion. Elsewhere,—namely, in the 
Corollary which is subjoined to the Theses,—in order that dis- 
like may be raised towards those who think that it follows 
from that doctrine that God is the author of sin, they are said 
to hold this in common with the Lutherans, Castellio and 
‘Cornhart.- So have I known .a man who, when he had 


~¥ 


asion utter a truth. And so here, such is Bo 


al aaa aaa 
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asserted without any reason that chapter vii. to the Romans e 


must be understood, not about a man under the law, but —. 


about a regenerate man, in order to confute the opinion 


» opposed to his own, brought forth Faustus Socinus, the man 


of Samosate,* as holding the ‘same sentiment. In order to 
prove his own opinion, he adduced the Jesuits who thought as 
he did: as if it were necessary for a heretic to be in every 
thing a heretic, and as if the Jesuits would not concede that,’ 
unless compelled by the force of truth. Away with such a 
mode of proving and impugning! Thatisa Lesbian rule, and 


_ applicable to every figure. The Samosatenians will say that 


it is so plain that Jesus Christ is a mere man, and that there — 
are not three Persons in one Deity, that the truth of this 
doctrine compels even Turks and Jews to confess the same ” 


. thing: but that its contrary cannot be true, since Antichrist. : 


entertains that opinion, for whom to hold the right faith about. 
God and Christ is not likely. ‘ 


It is, indeed,’ astonishing that they should be cited for ie : 


testimony, who, in that very thing which is here treated of, “3 


' : partly contradict our author, though in another part they’ . 
“seem to agree with him. Confessing the power of God, they — 


deny the use made of it; which, however, our author defends, » 
both as made and as justly mado by that power of God. It 
is probable, therefore, since that light has shono with such 
splendour in the eyes of the adversaries, that they have seen _ 


‘all thatis true in that opinion, and have rejected whatis false, — 


But they reject predestination of such’sort, by which God is 
said to have destined any one to damnation or destruction 
without sin; as being what God has not done, because He — 


was unwilling, though He might justly have doneso. Indeed, 


the passages themselves quoted from the “adversaries” should - 


‘have been looked into, that it might be evident whether they © 


are. cited by our author in an honest sense: about which I 
may be allowed to doubt, since he quotes Jacobus Andreas’ 


contrary to his meaning, and makes him to say something far 
‘different from what his words allow. For, on the page cited, 


he says that God would not be unjust if He did so; that is, if. 


He predestinated none to salvation, since all are born children. 


of wrath, and God is debtor to none: for that is Jacobus 
Andreas’s annotation on those words of Beza. Otherwise % 


ig J. Andreas’s constant opinion that it is a blasphemoue . 


* This is, the follower of Paul of Samosate.—W- N. 
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632 THE WORKS OF JAMES ARMINIUS. [vHEs, 
assertion, and a thing which cannot be attributed to God 
without injustice, that He has destined some men to destruction — 
without having regard to sin. 


THESIS XXVIII. OF GOMARUS. 
Of the End of Reprobation. : 
The subordinate and proximate end of destination to death is, 
the glory of the Divine power, wrath, and dominion over tho 
reprobate : (Rom. ix. 22; Prov. xvi. 4:) the preordained and 


ultimate end is, the glory of grace, bringing salvation to the , 


elect, and immeasurable, reflected back with the greater 


lustre from. comparison with the reprobate. (Rom. ix. 23,) ~ 


Of which so great is tho dignity, that the elect, being seized 
with it in a holy contemplation, have desired to redeem the 
salvation of the reprobates of the Jewish people even by 
their own destruction and condemnation, (Rom. ix. 3; Exod. 
xxxii. 82,) if that might have been: (Exod. xxxii. 33; Rom. 
viii. 28, 85, 89:) and so much the more ought the reprobate 
to acquiesce in it. (Rom. ix. 20, 21.) 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON. THESIS XXVIII. 


The end of true and God-worthy destination, as Scripture 


deacrihos it, is in truth tho declaration of the powor, wrath, 
and dominion of God: but that is not the end of reprobation, 
by which erontuvos nob sinful, nay, nob yot oxisting, mo done 
tined to destruction ; nay, it has no end, because it is itself 
most unjust and unfair. Not the declaration of power, because 


~ God docs not possess power over a nonentity, so as'to bo able 


4o devote it to destruction, and afterwards to make a being, in 
order to punish it, as devoted and unlucky, by the destined 
destruction. Not the declaration of wrath, because wrath 1s not 


just except against a sinner and one that hasmerited wrath: bub. og 


God’s wrath is just. Therefore it is not declared except in the 
just destruction of the sinner : and wrath is not illustrated except 
by reprobation or its execution, if it be notthe impulsive cause 


of reprobation. The declaration of dominion has no glory by | 


itself, unless it has been justly used: but indeed dominion i8 
unjustly used upon one reprobated in that manner, 28 Wo have 
before proved. The passages of Scripture set forth the end of 
the reprobation ofimpenitent and unbelieving sinners,as we have 
already seen. But that the illustration of [God’s] wrath and 
dominion is subordinate to’ the illustration of [His], glorious 
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grace towards the elect, isnot proved by that passage in Rom. 


. ix. 28. For this is not the sense,—lIf “the potter has power 


over the clay, of the same lump to make one vessel unto 
honour, and another unto dishonour,” go that the clay cannot’ 


. complain; God also has the right, and indeed much more 


justly, at length to cut off the vessels of wrath, framed for de- 
struction, long borne with by His patience, in order to declare — 
Tiis wrath and dominion ; and to prepare tho vessels of mercy | 
for glory, in order to display the riches of Hig glory towards ~, 


. them. 


We do not, however, deny, (if it be rightly understood,) that — 
the glory of God’s grace towards the elect shines out moro 
brightly from comparison with the reprobate: but we tho- 


roughly deny that reprobation was instituted to this end. 


Yet it is correctly said that the glory of God’s grace Was so: 


_ dear to certain of the saints, that for its sake they were willing 


to be ‘ anathema,” —if it- be added that they were driven 
thereto by love for the Jewish nation, who were God’s people, 
and in whose reprobation and rejection from salvation offence ¥ 


would have arisen among the heathen. But it cannot be proved — 


that they wished to redeem the salvation of the reprobate of the 
people : for, without consideration of such election and repro- 
bation, thoy grioved that tho pooplo of Taragl should, by their 
disobedience and unbeliof, rendor themsclyes unworthy of that 
nume nud of salvation: which unworthiness had thoiv own 
wickedness as its cause, which God was bound to punish with 
reprobation, according to the saying, ‘ He that believeth shall 
be saved ; he that belioveth not shall be,condomned.” Tence 
truly it follows that the reprobate have nothing to complain of 
against God respecting their own reprobation, and that they. 


ought to glorify God even in their just condemnation, saying, 


‘Just art Thou, O Lord, and just are Thy judgments ;”—but 
understand, respecting that reprobation which has befallen. 
them from their own deserts, not respecting that which the 
author here describes. For -they have a most just cause for 


_expostulating with God, if He deals with them on such grounds 


! 


and in such mode that He has destined and created them to 
destruction before they existed, and, in order that He might 
actually cut them off, has ordained that they should fall into 
sin, &c. ' i 

.. THESIS XXIX. OF. GOMARUS. 
And so we have explained the nature of predestination, and of 
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} 1 , ny f 1 yy" 4 , ie ’ & 
g its species; which, on account of the anole a a : 
and subject,—the rational creature,—is properly no further — 
divided into species, because they are not of contrary form ; 
but is distinguished into its circumstances. For the predes- 


tination of incorporeal creatures, or angels, is one kind; : 


that of corporeal creatures, or men, is another kind: and 
both are distinguished by election and reprobation 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS XXIX. 


Since not very much has been revealed to us in the Scrip- 


tures respecting the election and reprobation of angels, it is 


not for us to labour to know much concerning if, paraiall 
wish to fall into much error. And since our author, in all this | 


treatise, has proposed to himself to deal with election oe 

Papadhatiot! and the whole of predestination De eae 
i 1 reals and men with - 

is, so far as it appertains to both ange en 

feeties —hence he has held it necessary to omit many pene 

which are affirmed about the predestination of ee cy ee 

+ in a general treatise he should tre 

e to men alone, lest in a general ae 

ae the things belonging to one species, contrary to the law 


1 in order 1 this treatment of his, ho | 
‘entirety. But in order to defenc reat 7 | 
fas it ihe to say that the predestination of men and 


: Say * which 
angels differs not in species, but in acerca on : ea 
pettiatioen he will explain in the following T poe a5) ; aid 

c : #€ 5 2 ’ ion ditter in 6) 

: ince kinds of predestinati | 
xxxi. But since both RTT ee cer 
is Bi WCOrPo? COLL 

: the one is respecting t ; 
objects,—namely, that sg ine corpore 
 Aeittes indefinitely foreknown, the other respecting cory 


the two should differ only in cireumstance amen 
objects are the ‘ circumstances of ap : re ca a 
philosophy, and to the opinion of all true P = rs D nee a 
affirm that acts derive their species from obje : j 

the difference between the predestination of at peice, 
men is no less, nay, much oreater, than betweer 

of angels and that of men: oe 
-much with regard to creation as vh 


Sohn Fpoaende are se omi men exhaust the whole 
- bodies, 
from men: nay, angels, 


. : tination itself of the former 
- and therefore the predes Te eee 
andthe lattei differs in species. Unless eeeaben i mR a 
is ceiecaiomee only to be predestinated vacate ae 
: rodesti x 
according to which angels have mob bens Pr : 


> of the latter, .— 


al | 


: ; —it cannot bethat j 
, ‘es i ely foreknown,—it ro ae 
- yational creatures indefinitely y unlbes we say that «amy 


Is and that of 


do angels differ from men 80 — 
ey do with regard to predes- 
tion they differ in species, 


bin 24 
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wise, to be predestinated and elected into Christ, in whom. re 
angels have not been predestinated : likewise, to be predesti- © 


nated to the adoption of sons in Christ,—adoption to be made 
from the children of wrath and condemnation,—which belongs 
not to angels: likewise, to be predestinated according to the 
Gospel design and the Law; of which the former appertaings 
to men, the latter to angels; and men have been predestinated 
by the former, angels by the latter: and similar things, which 


are discussed in the two following Theses, in which special 


investigation is made in what respect the election and repro- 
bation of the former differ from the election and reprobation 


t 


THESIS ,XXX. OF GOMARUS. | 


The difference between the election of angels and menisin 


regard of the means,— that the former have regard to the 
- perpetual obedience of holiness ; the latter, to obedience begun 
, and to be renewed: and therefore, in the former there is 


¥ 


grace preserving in the upright state of original righteous- 


_ hess; in the latter, permission of the fall, and grace libera- : 


ting from misery, by the communion of Christ, (by the ~ 


Spirit of the covenant in some persons, and in the adult by . 
~ faith,) and by justification, adoption, sanctification, flowing 
forth therefrom,—begun in this life, in which we cannot 
' keep the law perfectly ;* (Prov. xx. 9; Psalm exliii, ey 
. John i. 8; Matt. vi. 12:) perfected after this life,—and by 
- conformity with Christ. By reason of which means, (which 
distinguish the end,) the clect are called “ vessels of merey 32 
(Rom. ix. 23;) and we are said to be ‘elect’ in Christ to 
Holiness, (Eph, i. 4,) and “ predestinated to adoption by 
Jesus Christ,” (Eph. i. 5,) ‘ predestinated that we might be 
conformed to the image of the Son of God ;” (Rom. viii. 
~ 29;) just as Christ also was “ foreknown ” (as Mediator, and 
as the destined subordinate cause for salvation) “before the 
foundations of the world were laid.” (1 Peter i. 20.) 


\ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS XxX, 

In this Thesis the author deals with two things. 1. He: 
sets forth specially in what the difference between the election 
of angels and of men is situated. 2. He brings forward cer- 


4 tain things which are predicated respecting elect men by rea- 


' 
‘ 


* Catechesis Belgica, quest. 114. 
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son of those means, As regards the former, wo say that they 
differ not merely by: reason of those mens; and 
we deny that what. he attributes to the elect in accord: 
wico with Scripturo belongs to them by reason of thoso 
means. The author, however, very conveniently for 
his own cause, separates those things from election itself, 
and restricts them to its execution only: otherwise it would be 
apparent how great a discrepancy there .is between tho 
election of angels and of men. Let us consider each 


separately. 


In the first place, we accept what the author here concedes 
willingly, that there is a difference in the ratio of the means, — y 
which is’ the obedience of holiness, to which both the former | ~ 


and the latter were elected, but on a different account. But 
he lays down the diversity as consisting in this, that the 
angels were elected to perpetual obedience, that is, not to be 
interrupted or broken off by sin; but men to obedience begun 
and to be restored. Whence we conclude that God, in the 
decree of election which He made about angels, determined to 
deal with them according to the rigour of the Law, so that 
they might either obey or perish eternally, without hope of 
pardon; but with men according to the Gospel, that they 
might bo resuscitated and restored from their fall into sin and 
disobedience, that is, might obtain the pardon of their sins, 


and be reformed to a new life; in which morcover they might - 


persevere to the end by the force of that election; without 
fmally or totally falling therefrom. Wherefore it is not 
rightly said [to be election] to righteousness begun and to be 
restored ; because that righteousness, begun and broken off by 
the total fall into the curse, does not appertain to the decrea 


of clection. 


From this difference arises another and greater one‘In To: : 
spect of the impulsive cause, which is different in the clection =" 4 


of angels and of men: for the election of angels was made 
necording to graco prosorving in an upright stato ; but that of 
men, according to grace freeing from misery, which [the 
guthor of tho Theses] was unwilling to cull “mercy,” on 


account of what is afterwards subjoined: but he ought 80 to 


have called.it, because grace liberating from misery 18 mercy 
(misericordia): for it is its proper function to be employed 


about misery. | Grace, then, without mercy has been sect over 


the election of angels; but grace joined to mercy over that of 


, 
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men: the former being conferred on those who haye no merit, 
tho latter on those who have merited ill; the former on tho © - 
friends of God, the latter on His enemies and the children of - 


wrath; (if, indeed, itis altogether to be granted that tho olec- 


tion of angels was mado according to grace, about which — 
matter the Scripture does not teach anything.) Consider in 


addition that God. in the election of angels was willing to 


men all His good, namely, goodness, grace, mercy, longsulfer- 


"Ing, patience. From which cause also flows the difference 


between the good things which have been prepared for the one 
The communion with Christ 


687 


|] unfold only a certain part of His good; but in the election of — 


was prepared by election for men, not for angels; for that. 


consists in faith in Christ; thence justification according to 


faith, that is, remission of sins, and the gracious imputation 


of righteousness ; since the angels did not stand in need of 


debt: hence sanctification from impurity, of which the angels 


had no need: lastly, conformity with Christ, to which believing 
men, not angels, have been. predestinated. 


But angels 
possessed whatever they possessed from their first creation : 
for this was the only result of their election, that they were 


-preserved in those things which they had from creation. (I, 


remission, and the reward was given to them according to. 


wm spoiking according to the hypothesis of our author, who 


ontortains such sontimonts about the clection of ungels:; 

whether in agreement with Scripture, let himself consider.) 
He ought, therefore, to have distinctly noted these threo 

heads of difference between the election of men and that of 


_angels, he Virst isin tho means; the Second, in the impul- 
sive cause; the Third, in the gifts flowing from that cause: © 


let a Fourth be added, which has been’ included in these, 


consisting in this, that the election of angels has been made _ 


according to the legal covenant, that of men according to the 
evangelical covenant. 


What is contained in the parenthetic 
clause, about the impossibility of keeping the law in this life, 


und about the perfect observance of it in’ the life to 


come, is quite beside the matter which is boing discussed, 


thrown in from a certain feeling, and from a cause, which the - 


author knew, and I also. 
great length: I only say one thing,—that the places there 
cited do not treat of the impossibility of fulfilling he law in 
this life, but only of the act of fulfilment; and that in the 


I will not, therefore, treat of it at . 


iz 
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life to come no law will be imposed, and therefore there will. 


be no observance of the lawthere. For ‘blessed are the dead 
which die in the Lord: for they rest from their labours, and 
their works do follow them.” [Rev. xiv. 18.] But that 
‘‘Jabour” is their laborious charity, and patience in good 
work, by which they‘seek glory and immortality. 
Now let us see what things they are, in the way of theso 
means, which our author affirms to be attributed to the elect 
from among men by the Scriptures. The J’irst is, that the 


elect are called ‘‘ vessels of mercy.” This, indeed, the Scrip- 34 : 


ture, Rom. ix. 23, attributes to them: but Scripture does not 
say that it is attributed to them with reference to the means: 
this, then, is a fancy of our author; because its contrary in- 


verts and utterly demolishes the whole economy of. theso: 
Theses. 1. For mercy is the (aponyoupévy) antecedent, or 


leading, cause ‘of the election of men, the author and supremo 
administrator of the decree and of predestination to salvation ; 
not merely set over its execution; as is apparentfrom Rom. ix. 
15: “I will have mercy on whom I will have had mercy.” 
9. Also, as to the elect being called “‘ vessels of mercy,” (Rom. 
ix. 23,) that name does not belong to them, if they have not 
been destined to salvation from mercy, but only obtain from 
morcy the means for salvation. For they ought to have their 
name from thence, whence they have it that they are vessels 
to salvation: but this they have from merey. 8. Tho declara- 


tion of mercy is the end of election: therefore mercy is the . 


impulsive cause of election. 4. It is incomprehensible toa 
mind rightly looking into things, and considering them in 


order, how God’s mercy can have been set over the execution: 


of election, and not have been the impulsive cause of election. 
For, let us enumerate all the things which are necessary to the 


administration of salvation, and then go into their order, |» 


There is God’s will; there is predestination, there is mercy, 
there is power, there are God’s actions produced by power 
according to His will, there are gifts communicated. Amongst 
all these mercy must necessarily obtain the first place, or bo 


entirely excluded. . For the will uses power immediately, which’ : ae 
will is immediately moved by mercy, as an antecedent affection. |. 


But this is the order between the affections and the will, that 
the affections move to willing, the will is moved by an ae - 
just as what is by nature is prior to what is by free wae ae 
every motion is founded.on rest; 80 also the volition from he 
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will which oxists according to the modo of liberty, rests upon 
the volition from an affection, or proceeds from the will which 
exists: according to the mode of nature. .God therefore wills 
the salyation of these, because He wills to have merey upon 
them: but He is willing to have mercy from the impulse of 


mercy. . Predestination therefore is according to God’s‘mercy; —_-- 
_ it is the conferring of salvation, and of the good things neces- 


sary to salvation, namely, remission of sins, adoption, sancti- 


fication; and it is itself remission of sins, adoption, and ~ 
- sanctification, according to the same mercy. 5. If mercy © 


itself is not the impulsive cause of the election of “men, let 


another cause be assigned. He will say that it is grace: but | 


there is no other grace than that which is called ‘mercy;” 


and everywhere in the evangelical Scriptures grace and mercy | 


coincide, and neither has place in the business of salvation 


oe without the other. 


The Second is, that we are said to be chosen, or elect, ‘in 


Christ” to holiness. We are truly said so to be, but not with 


regard to the means: for Scripture attributes this to the elect 


“in the place cited, Eph. i. 4; but does not add that this is 
attributed to the elect with regard to the means. Wherefore 


this also was invented by the author, for the sake of establish- ~ 
ing his opinion. For if the decree itself -of predestination to 
salvation was made in Jesus Christ, then it follows that the 
whole doctrine of predestination which has been so far laid 
down, has no foundation in Scripture. For the angels were 
not predestinated in Christ: and in Christ none have becn 
predestinated, except sinners, except believers: for the former — 
alone need Christ, and the latter alone are in Christ. Where- 


fore, if we have proved that the decree itself of predestination _ | 


was founded in Christ, we shall at one blow have demolished 


Nt this whole fabric of Theses. 


i. The, passage itself, Eph. i., demonstrates this most 
plainly. For we are said to be “elected” in Him “before 
the foundations of the world” were laid, that is, from eternity: 
But the decree about electing was made from eternity: There- 
fore the decree of predestination was made in Christ; not 


‘merely the execution decreed to be made by Christ. In2 Tim. 


i. 9:grace is said to have been “‘ given in Christ before the 
world began.” And in [Eph. i.]. verse 6 the first action of 
that grace which is the prime and supreme cause of election; 
is founded in Christ Jesus: for its first act is to make them 
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acceptable about whom it is employed: but it makes them 


acceptable in Christ. Note that this action proceeds from — 


grace without the intervention of power, and is immanent, not 
emanant, occupied about its object, as it has been united to God 
in His understanding. 

ii. The taking away of sin, likewise of death and the curse, 
precedes in order of nature God’s predestination to salvation : 
But the taking away of sin was effected by Christ, “the Lamb 
of God which taketh away the sin of the world:” [John i. 29:] 
Therefore Christ is not the means of executing the decree of 
predestination, but the antecedent foundation of it. The major 
is certain; because sin separates man from God, but predesti- 
_ nation to. salvation is a. matter of union; therefore the 
meritorious cause of separation must first be removed. The 
‘children of wrath have not been predestinated : but all out of 
Christ are children of wrath, because sin has not yet been 


taken away: therefore the taking away of sin precedes election. ° 


_ iii. Life and blessing were first to be obtained and acquired, 
before God could have willed to bestow them on any one: for 
what does not exist, what has been parted with, what has been 
lost, that God could not destine to any one. The existence of 
a thing must necessarily precede its communication, and the 
express volition of communicating it. But Christ obtained 
and acquired life and benediction, restored it when parted with 
and lost. ‘Lherefore Christ precedes God's predestination to 
life. -If any one say that God therefore sent His Son, in order 
io rostore life; it is truo: but tho decroo about sonding His 
Son to regain what was lost is not predestination, but neces- 
sarily antecedent to predestination to salvation. 


iv. God wills to bestow salvation on no one by the decree of © 


predestination, except on him that believes upon Christ : 
therefore Christ ‘is prior to predestination ; because faith in 


ate sea? 3 a 
Him is prior to the same predestination, and Christ is prior Fe 


faith. ; 
2 The Third thing which the author attributes to ee elect in 
the way of means is this, that they are said to be arom. 
nated to adoption by Jesus Christ.” But itis denied that : 
is so attributed in the way of. means. For that phrase i 
not signify that we were predestined to adoption without ea 
as being that which we cannot obtain except through Clirist; 


put that we have been adopted in Christ the Only-Begotten = 2% 


into sonship to God, “‘ that He might be the First-born among 


1 
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many brethren,” as it is in Rom. yiii. 29. Therefore the pre- 


. destination of adoption was made in Christ Jesus, as the foun- 


dation of our sonship..- For adoption is from love and from 
grace: but we have been favourably regarded and graciously 
loved in Christ. batt Ages 

The Fourth thing is, that we are said to be ‘ predestinated 
that we may be conformed to the image of the Son of God.” 
[Rom. viii. 29.] This truly we are said to be; but because — 
that very conformity was considered by God in the decree — 
itself, and was the destined term of predestination itself. And 


. indeed it was right that, since Christ by the precedent decree 
- was constituted Head of all that were to be glorified, even those 


who were to be predestinated in Christ to be His members 


_ should bya succeeding decree be themselves predestinated to. 


this conformity, that Christ might be the First-born, and Him- 


. self hold the precedence in all things. 


_. The reason is. subjoined why these belong to the order of 
means,—Because ‘‘ Christ Himself was ‘foreknown before 


‘the foundations of the world were laid,’ as Mediator, and as oe 


the destined subordinate cause for salyation.’”?’ That reason 
is peremptory, if indeed it is true; for it is thoroughly neces- 
sary, if Christ be the destined Saviour, by the destination 
which is subordinate to our own predestination to salvation, 
that all those names should belong to us, not in the way of 
tho principlo of clection, but in the way of means. But that 
reason has been adduced without reason, and in opposition to 
all Scripture. Nay, it even in no small dogroe affects Jesus 
Christ injuriously. The passage of Peter teaches that Christ 
was ‘‘ foreknown before the foundations of the world were laid ;” 
but it does not say that He was foreknown as the cause and 
Mediator subordinated to the destined salyation. Let us then 
show that this is false, 

1, The predestination of the Head is prior to that of the 
predestinated members, because in the Head is the order, — 
power (virtus), and perfection of the members: But Christ has 
been predestinated as the Head, believers as the members: 
Therefore Christ was first ordained or appointed; and there- 
fore not subordinated to the destined salvation. 

2. Christ is said to be the Saviour, not only by the efficacious 
application of salvation, but also by the acquisition of the 
same, and by the acquisition before He is so by the application : 
But the predestination of believers to salvation belongs to 
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application, not acquisition: Therefore predestination is pos-. 


terior to acquisition. And precisely from this dogma of our 
author follows the dogma of the Samosatenians,* that Christ 
has not acquired and obtained salvation for us, but only 
imparts and bestows it, according to the will and command of 
the Father. 
_ 8. Christ is the manager (or regulator) of reconciliation : 
But God predestinates as being reconciled: Therefore tho 
management of Christ precedes predestination. ‘God wasin 
Christ, reconciling the world unto Himself, not imputing their 
trespasses unto them.” ‘‘ For He hath made Him (to be) sin 
for us, who knew no sin, that we might be the righteousness 
of God in Him.” (2 Cor. v. 19, 21.) 


4. God’s predestination proceeds from His love: therefore _ 


from the love wherewith. ‘‘ God so loved the world, that He 


gave His Only-begotten Son;” or from another love, either’ 


preceding or following that in the order of nature. But it is 
not the former love : for it follows : ‘‘ That whosoever believeth 
in Him should have life.” [John iii. 16.] Then they were 
not all destined to life, whom He s0 loved as to send His Only- 
begotten Son to them. 
another love. But not from a love preceding that: from a 
consequent love therefore. See this order in Romans v. The 
commendation of love is insinuated to us in this order. Tirst, 
the Father gave His Son to death for Tlis enemies and for 
sinners: then, He justifies sinners, but believers, in the blood 
of Christ: lastly, He saves those who are reconciled and justi- 
fied by the life of Christ. So, He first determined to give Him 
to death: then, to justify by His blood: lastly, to save from 
wrath to eome by the life of His Son. 
This treatise, then, on God’s predestination is an Inversion 


of the whole Divine decree, an injustice to His gracious mercy, . 


and to Jesus Christ our Saviour : wherefore it must be exploded 


and ejected from the Church of Christ. Those two arguments — 


the one deduced from the grace which was joined to mercy ; 
the other from Christ—are most powerful and irrefutable: 
whereby it is proved that God’s predestination deals with 
sinners; because neither that grace nor Christ is necessary 
for non-sinners: but predestination has been made according 


to grace joined with mercy, and has been made in Christ ; 


* The followers of Paul of Samosate, who entertained notions which culmi- 


nated in the errors of Arius and, many centuries later, Socinus,—W. N. 


It follows therefore that it was from _ 
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‘therefore from among sinners. Because the author perceived — 


this,—for he has read elsewhere those arguments which I have - 
used,—he thought it necessary to assert that God’s mercy and 
Christ belong not to the’ principle of mediation, but to the 
means for carrying it out, and not to predestination itself, . 
but to its execution. But we affirm that this is a figment 
of the human brain, and can be proved by no passage of - 
Scripture. : . . 
_ THESIS XXXI. OF GOMARUS. 
The difference between the reprobation of angels and that of 
_ men is, that Christ was to be offered to the former never, but 
to many of the latter more often,—outwardly by the word, 
(Matt. xx. 16,) or inwardly also, in the mind, by the Spirit, 
(Heb. vi. 4,5; Matt. xiii. 21,)—in order that, when con- 
victed of unbelief and stubbornness of heart, they might 
be thereby rendered the more inexcusable. (Luke xii. 47; 
2 Cor. iii. 16; Heb. vi. 8; 2 Thess, ii. 10, 12.) ag 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS XXXI. 


_ From the difference which we have shown to exist between 
the election of angels and that of men, it will easily be apparent 
that there are also several other differences besides that which 
is here brought forward. But this, indecd, which is here pro- 
duced, we affirm to be an absurd one. For what is there won- 
derful if Christ was never to be offered to the angels, since 
Christ is not the Mediator of the angels, since faith in Christ 
was not to be required of the angels, as being those for whom 
Christ had acquired nothing? Every high priest is taken 
from among those for whom he is constituted such. (Heb. 
y.1.) “He took:not on Him angels, but the seed of Abra- 


ham.” [Heb. ii. 16.] When the author béthought himself of - 


this difference, he ought certainly to have remembered also 
that precedent one, as being that which contains the cause 
why Christ was not to be offered to angels. Moreover, that 
Christ was not to be offered to angels does not proceed from 
the reprobation of angels: otherwise it would have followed 
from the election of the elect angels, that Christ was to be 
offered to them: but neither was He to be offeredtothem, nor — 
was He ever offered, namely, that they might believe on Him, - 

and obtain salvation by Him: but He was offered to them 
that they might adore Him as the First-born of God. (Psalm 
xevii. 7; and Hebrews i. 6.) And Christ, by “emptying” 
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Himself in the form of .a servant even unto death, obtained a ‘ 
name above every name, so that angels also ought to bow the 


knee to Him. [Phil. ii. 7-10.]- 


Now, what he ascribes, on the other side, to the reprobate — 


from among men, in opposition to what has been attributed to, 


the reprobate angels, abounds in very many faults, each of ~ 


which we shall demonstrate. 
1. There is an irregularity in those words, in which. it is 
said that Christ was to be offered to the reprobate, as if the 


reprobate exist before Christ is offered to them; contrary . 


to the Scripture which says, “‘ This is the condemnation, that 
light is come into the world, and that men have loved dark- 


ness rather than light ;” (John iii. 19;] which declares that. 4 


death has been appointed for unbelievers by God's decree,” i oT é 
and that unbelievers are rejected on account of their unbelief; 


that Christ has been put as a stone of stumbling to the dis- 
obedient, and that they have been appointed for judgment. 
[1 Peter ii. 8.] According to Scripture, therefore, rejection 
of Christ precedes reprobation, and the offer of Him precedes 
rejection of Him. fe je 
2. Christ is wrongly said to be offered to the reprobate : for 
the offer contains a command of repentance and faith in 
Christ, and a promise of remission of sing, and of life eternal 
in Christ. But the command to believe in Christ cannot be 
givon to tho reprobate : thit promise algo cannot bo mao to 
the reprobate. Not the conmand : because faith in Christ is to 
Delieve Him to be the Saviour of him who 1s commanded to 
Deliove. But Christ isnot the Saviour of the reprobate : nay, 
God was unwilling that anything belonging to Christ should 
benefit them. For Christ, according to the doctrine of ee 
author, is a subordinate means for executing the decree 0 
election. ‘Therefore faith in Christ cannot be required ae 
them. For they will be commanded to believe a lie, when 
faith in Christ shall be required from them. Not th at 
because the promise in no way belongs to them, an ¥ " 
volition of God: nay, God wills peremptorily to impu : i: 
them Adam’s sin, to their destruction. And God pane A 
any manner be said to offer them the grace of Seve Bs ce 
out being charged with hypocrisy, | according ie rie 
author ; as Having determined within Himself eo : i: 
to give Christ as a Saviour for the elect alone, an Pe nf 
Him to the reprobate, and yet outwardly offering Chri 


re) promise : 
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them by His word, to be received by faith, with His benefits. 


This is to mock miserable sinners: no less than if a magis- 


ae trate, who cherished a fixed purpose to admit nobles alone as 
to’ public offices, should call other persons together, and... ~ 


announce to all by a herald, that he should obtain those 
honours, whoever believed that they beiunged to himself by 
the will of the magistrate. Who from among the ignobles 


». would not assert that he was being laughed at by the magis- 
~ trate, who wished what was false to be believed, and in this 


way to catch at a just reason for repudiating those who did 
not credit him ? 

8. The expression, that He was to be offered “to many,” 
is not without fault. For, in the first place, there was no 


necessity why He was to be offered to many, and not to all, if ‘ & 
. so be that such reprobation is asserted: for those to whom ~ 


He is offered were as inevitably to be damned as those to whom 


‘He is not offered. Then again, Christ’s not being offered to aes 
the many does not result from any absolute decree of God, 
but it is according to His judgment against obstinate despisers 


of the word offered. pe 
4, In the statement, ‘that Christ was to be offered to many 


~ of the reprobate, in order that, being convicted of unbelief and 


stubbornness, they might be thereby rendered the more 
inexcusable,” there is not one falsity alone, but several falsi- 


tios, and thoso of groat momont, 


I. Its being called ‘‘ unbelief and stubbornness,” not to 
believe a lie. For it is a lie that Christ is the Saviour of the 
reprobate,—that He was born, died, rose again, for the repro- 
bate,—according to this author. Therefore the ‘reprobate do 


- rightly in not believing that very thing. . 


II. The designating as the crime of unbelief and stubborn- 
ness the rejection of the word, which is unavoidable by him who » 
rejects it: for he cannot not reject it, because its acceptance 
results from the sole benefaction and gift of election ; and the: 
reprobate not only are not elect, but are also by an opposite 
act reprobated to death; and a part of reprobation is, the 


~~ denial of the grace necessary to ingenerate faith in the mind: 


nay, it belongs to it, as some one declares, to keep the repro- 
bate away from the avenue of salvation, which is faith. 

II. No one can be convicted of stubbornness on account of 
rejecting a doctrine not appertaining to himself, and which he 


‘cannot not reject: The reprobate reject a doctrine not apper- 
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taining to themselves, and which they cannot not reject: 
Therefore they cannot be convicted of stubbornness. For 
conviction belongs to the conscience, which accuses a man of 
not having performed that which he is bound to perform, and 
which he can perform, or at least could at some time, before 
lho drew upon himself inability by his own fault. , 

IV. That the offer of the Gospel which is made to the 
reprobate is said to have been instituted for this end, that they 
might berendered the more inexcusable. Butthat end is not the 
only, not the principal one; not an end per se, but per accidens ; 
not connected immediately with the offer, but mediately by 
something else, opposed to what God primarily and for Him- 
self intended by that offer. Not the only end: because there 


- is another,—that they might be admonished of their duty, and - i: 


might be invited and incited to faith and conversion. Romans 
ii. 4: “Dost thou not know that thou art led to repentance 
by the goodness of God?” so that God is satisfying Himself 
and His own love towards His creatures even by that exercise 
of benignity and long-suffering forbearance. Isaiah v. 1-3: 
‘What more can I do to My vineyard?”” Romans ix. 22: 
“God endured with much long-suffering the vessels of 
wrath,” &c. Those two ends are of much greater excellence 
than that end of inexcusability. Therefore that is not the 


_ chiof ond. It is not the end by itself, but by accident: because 


God never intended it by itself. For it is contrary to the very 
nature of an offer. For the Gospelis the savour of life unto 
life by itself; but by accident it is the savour of death unto 
death. God intends per se to effect, by the instrument which 
He uses, that for which the instrument was adapted by Him- 
self. But, when God has offered the word very often, and it 
has often been rejected by the unbelieving, then indeed it is 
said to be offered to them to blind and harden them. Isaiah 
vi. 10: “Make the heart of this people blind.” It is not the 


immediate, but the mediate end : which it cannot obtain except _ 


by the intervention of that which is opposed to the end pro- 
perly intended by God : for it cannot render any inexcusable, 
except when spurned and rejected. 


V. That the rejection of an offer of this kind is said to 


render men more inexcusable than before. For an offer 
instituted solely for this end cannot produce this, effect ; and 
the doctrine which is propounded only to render a man Inexcu- 
sable cannot render him inexcusable.. For, since it cannot 
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-render him inexcusable unless it is spurned and rejected, if 
- cannot render him inexcusable if it has been propounded = =~ 
~ simply to this end, that it may.be spurned and rejected. But’ — 


it is propounded to this end, if it is only propounded in order 
to render them inexcusable, since it cannot do that except by 
their contempt and repudiation. All, thoreforo, that is here 
said about the offer of Christ having been made to the repro- 
bate, and about the end and issue of that offer, is a mere and 
pure fiction of the human brain, proveable by no passage of — 
Scripture, and especially dishonouring to God, who [according © 
to it] seeks occasions against His miserable creature to punish 
him still more beyond any desert of his. . 

- Will any one say that the reprobate nevertheless are con- 


vinced of their own contumacy, and are made the more inex- 


cusable, in that they repudiate Christ when offered to them ? 
—it is soin truth. But then that offer must be explaimed in 
another way, and another end must be proposed for it. But 
the reprobate cannot be convinced if the case stands as these 


Theses wish to have it: unless perchance God mocks at them, aE = E 
as in the offer, so also in the conviction ; (far be sucha blas-- 


phemy from us!) namely, that He. by His power begets in 


them such a conscience by which they will blame themselves - . 


for not performing an action which they could not perform, 


and which if they had performed, they would have believed 2 = 


lie. They answer, “ Just as the reprobate cannot believe, so also 


they do not will, and do not allege their inabilitybefore God,for : = 


the sake of defending themselves.’’ I answer to the former: 
But just as they do not will, so they cannot will; and the 
omission of an impossible action is no more a matter of ac- 
cusation than the omission of an impossible volition. To the 
latter, I answer: They do not allege their inability, either 


because they cannot with truth allege it, or because oe 


the allegation: would be useless for their defence. But 
now it is not useless, except with a tyrannical and most un- 
just judge. Therefore they do not allege it, because they cannot 
allege it with truth: for He has been prepared to give them 
power, and has offered it to them, who has offered them the 
word with the command to obey it. For that law is unjust 


which is imposed on him who is unable to perform it. “ But 


truly,” say they, ‘‘he could perform it in Adam; and there- 
fore he must necessarily impute to himself what he now can- 
not do, who by his own fault has drawn down inability on 
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himself.” I answer, i. hat that is false, that man might in 


_ Adam have had the power of belioving on Christ. A just and © | 


upright man could not believe on Christ without approving of 
wlio, For beliof must be exercised upon Christ, as “ saying 
His people from their sins.” ii. Even granting that 
man lost that power in Adam, yet he cannot thereby 
become the more inexcusable: for he has become inexcusable 
by sinning in Adam, from which sin he deserved to fall into 
inability : but truly when he does not do what he cannot, he 
cannot thereby be rendered more inexcusable. <A soldier is 


punished by his commander, because, in a duel with his com- | 


rade, he has lost his right hand, and so has made himself 
useless to his commandor: but certainly, after ho has undor- 
gone his punishment, his commander cannot impose upon him 
® necessity of performing any act which he cannot commit 
except with his right hand, under sentence of a greater pun- 
ishment if he do not perform that act. This would be the 
part of a cruel commander and a tyrant, who rejoices in mock- 
-ing at the misery and punishment of his soldiers. 

It is hence apparent, then, how rashly the predestination, 
election, and reprobation of angels and of men have been 
joined together, when they differ from each other in such a 
variety of ways; which difference demanded that the author 
should trout of cach by itself and separately. And this can 
be shown by ono argument alono. About tho predestination 
of angels Scripture says scarcely anything: about tho pre- 
destination of men Scripture says many things: but*about 
tho predestination of men anv angels the teaching must be 
extraneous to Scripture. ‘Therefore this mode of treatment, 
in which the predestination of angels and of men 1s treated 
side by side, cannot be in accordance with the Scriptures ; 
which also we suppose ourselves to have proved by many 
irrefutable arguments. We shall not examine the passages of 
Scripture referred to, in proof of what is enclosed in the 
parenthetical clause, because that very matter is beside our 
purpose and scope. Let us glance at the other places, which 
are cited to prove this theme,—that Christ 1s offered to the 


reprobate, in order that, being convicted of infidelity and. 


stubbornness of heart, they may be rendered the more inex- 
cusable. 2 . ' 8 

The first passage, from Luke xii. 47, runs thus: “‘ That 
servant, which knew his Lord’s will, and did it not, shall be 
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beaten with many (stripes).’’ Let it be applied to the theme 


‘propounded, and the absurdity of the proof will be apparent. 
_ We deny that the servant was reprobate, before he determined 


not to regulate his life according to his Lord’s will. The 


_ second passage is 2 Cor. iii. 16, which is as follows: “ But 


after it shall have turned to the Lord, the veil put upon their 
heart shall be taken away.” Here also let the coherency of 
the argument with the question be pointed out. I confess 
that Ido not see it; and I know that none can be adduced, at 


~ least with any show of probability. Tor what has the impo- 
_ pition of the veil, effected by and on account of the unbelief 
- of the Jews, and the taking away of the same, to be obtained 


by faith in Christ, to do with this proposition, in which the 


‘reprobate are said not to believe, because they have been 
destined to destruction ? Hebrews vi. 8 is the third passage: = 
~-. but that treats of the punishment of those. who receive the 
~- word, but do not bring forth fruit, and that by their own fault 
and depravity. The fourth passage is 2 Thess. ii. 10, 12, 
- where men are said to be blinded, ‘‘ because they received not =. 
the love of the truth.” The author of these Theses wouldhave 


performed a very valuable service, if he had shown how the 
places cited from the Scriptures conduce to the strongthoning 
of his position: but since he has omitted to do this, we think 
that wo havo satisfactorily shown in briof that tho passages 
adduced do not tend to tho proof of his opinion, 
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Tho particular election becomes known ordinarily to the olect 
' when grown up, in these lands, from a twofold revelation of 
God: partly external, by the Gospel; partly internal, by . 
faith and the Holy Spirit. For the Gospel teaches, from 
the proper effects, what kind of men God has chosen to life, 
to wit, believers and penitents: (Rom. viii. 28, 29:) the 
sense of faith and repentance, (2 Cor, xiii. 5; John vi. 89, 40,) 
and the consent of the Spirit, (Rom. viii. 14, 16; Eph. i. 13,) 
sealing our hearts with His witness, confirm us that we are 
believers and penitents. From which, as from the antece- 
dent proposition and assumption of a practical syllogism, — 
by far the most certain, this conclusion is put together in 
our minds by the Holy Spirit, that we have been elected to 
life. Whence the Holy Spirit, ‘‘ the earnest of our inherit- 
ance,” (Eph. i. 14,) and good works, are said to confirm 
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-our election. (2 Peter i. 10.) Reprobation, however, ordi- 


narily [becomes known] only to those who are reprobated — 


on account of the sin against the Holy Ghost ;—because that 
cannot be remitted; (Matt. xii. 81;)—and on account of 
unbelief and impiety lasting to the end of life; because the 


reprobate cannot believe ; because faith does not belong to 
all, but to the elect. (2 Thes. iii.2; Titus i.1; John vi. 44, . 


39; x. 26.) 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THESIS. XXXII. 


In this Thesis the matter dealt with is, how his election . 


becomes known to the elect, and his reprobation to the repro- 
bate. It is, then, presupposed that it becomes known in this 
- life; about. which, therefore, we shall not now treat. It is 
notorious, however, that Augustine and his followers hold that 
no one in this life becomes certain of his own election to salva- 
tion ; a few excepted, to whom this befalls from special grace 
and revelation. Before we look at each point singly, we hold 
it necessary to give warning that in this Thesis the whole 
antecedent dogma, about predestination, election, and repro- 
bation, is entirely overthrown and confuted: which I will make 
plain by one syllogism :—The foundation on which the certainty 
of particular election to salvation, and of reprobation to death, 
rosls, is the truo dofinition of predestination, olection, and 
roprobation: But tho dofinition of prodestination, election, 
reprobation, set forth in these Theses, is not the foundation of 


our certainty: Therefore the definition made use of in these _ 
Theses is not the true definition of predestination, cloction, 


and reprobation. For the “practical syllogism” by which 
that certainty is concluded, ought necessarily to consist of ny 
proposition which is the definition of election and reprobation. 
he assumption ought to be sub-assumed under that proposi- 
tion, and is {a man’s] special consideration of himself, 
Whence the conclusion follows: ‘‘ Therefore I have been 
elected to life,” or “‘reprobated to death;” namely, on this 
_ ground: “The Gospel teaches that believers and penitents 
have been elected to life eternal:” (this is the definition of 
election:) “But Iam a believer and a true penitent ; for 80, 
my conscience witnesses to me, and so the Holy Spirit 
witnesses at the same time with my heart: Therefore IT have 
been elected to eternal life.” Whence it is apparent, from the 
confession of this author, that in the Gospel no other pre- 
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destination to life and to death is taught, than that by which ty 3 a 
believers are destined to life, impenitents and unbelievers to 
‘death: of which since no mention has been made in the 


definition of predestination, election, and reprobation, furnished 
_ by the author of these Theses, it is certain that his treatment 
“of theso subjects is not in accordance with the Gospel. 


4 - .» Let us look at the definitions used by the author, and then 


the absurdity of that dogma will be more plainly evident, if 


we make them the major proposition of the practical syllogism, —_ oP 


in this way: ‘‘Certain individuals from amongst rational 
- creatures indefinitely foreknown have been elected to eter- 
nal life, and certain individuals from amongst rational 


creatures indefinitely foreknown have been reprobated to | e 


eternal death.’’. Now let it be assumed, ‘‘ But I am a certain 
individual,’ &c.: ‘‘ Therefore I have been elected,” ‘‘ There- 
fore I have been reprobated.” 


‘greater absurdity cannot even be imagined. | as Seahee 
It is apparent, therefore, that the dogma about predestina- 2 
tion to life and death, as it is treated in these Theses, is not 
the foundation on which the certainty of the salvation of the 
oloct rosts; nay, that noithor is it tho foundation of our salva. — 
tion, because thore is in it no mention of Christ, who is the . 
sole Foundation of our salvation. But, on the contrary, pre- 
destination, as it is treated in Scripture, is the foundation of 
Christianity, salvation, and certainty about salvation. This , 
is evident from that brief description: ‘‘ He that believeth on 


the Son hath eternal life.’ For Christianity is founded on 


that decree; and its necessity is supported by the opposite 
member: ‘He that believeth not shall not see life.” By that 


same decree our salvation is strengthened; on it rests the =~ 


certainty of salvation, as on the primary part of the “practical 
syllogism” by which that conclusion is inferred. These 
premises being laid down, let us look into the certainty of 
election and reprobation specially, and that in the ordinary 
‘mode, not in that which occurs extraordinarily. For that 
occurs rarely, and from it no rule can be handed down. 
The ordinary certification of election is said to be. from 
Divine revelation, partly external, partly internal: which must 
be understood with some amount of sagacity, so that no one 


The assumption cannot be 
- known;.and if it be known, it concludes only one or else the ~ Bags 
other thing: for on both sides there is the same description, = 
of the object elected and of that reprobated: than whicha => 
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\ ' 
shall lay down those two modes of certification, as being each 


sufficient by themselves. Tor it is necessary that they should — 


be understood to be partial modes, concurring together to the 
one syllogism of certification. Tho Gospel is the external 

revelation, which teaches of what sort they are whom God has 
clected to life. Here an insertion is wrongly mado, ‘‘ From 
the proper effects ;’’ for the Gospel, when it details of what 
sort tho cloct aro, docs not consider tho propor effects ; for, 
even though no one believed or worked, yet that would be true, 


that belicyers alono were elected to eternal life. IT*or the con- — 


sideration of proper eflects does not belong to the proposition 
or to the assumption of the practical syllogism. But I know 
why tho author confounds thoso things; namoly, in ordor 
that faith may be called ‘the proper effect’’ of election ; 
which cannot be done without intolerable confusion, since the 
condition required in the object of election is thereby said to 
be the effect of the same election. Jor the decree which 
establishes the necessity of faith in order to obtain salvation 
is confounded with the administration of the means destined 
for the ingeneration of faith, and with the effecting of the same 
faith in the hearts of men. Since this administration is 
posterior to that decree, and rests upon it as antecedent: for, 
unless God had determined not to save any but believers, Ho 
would by no means administer tho mouns necessury to in- 
gonormto fiith, ond sufficient and officncious for that purposo. 

he internal [witness], which is by faith, seems to belong 
to the assumption: for, when we feel faith within ourselves, 
pnd hayo the fecling of truo faith, thon wo assumo, “ But wo 
are belicvers,” &c.; and each separately, ‘¢T am a believer :” 
from which the conclusion is, ‘‘ Therefore 1 have been elected 
to eternal life.” Whether the witness which is by the Holy 


Spirit has anything to do with this practical syllogism, and | 


in what way, would be a matter of too wide exposition, and 
has no proper concern with the statement of this controversy : 
and therefore, lest the volume should grow to too large a 8120, 
we will do without that explanation. What is said about tho 
certainty of reprobation, we will run over lightly, because it 
has not the same ratio with election. For, although any one 
may not believe at this moment, yet he may believe at another : 
for there are ‘‘ twelve hours in the day.” Therefore the posi- 


tive signs of that certainty cannot easily be laid down.’ For: 


it is most difficult to judge respecting the sin against the 
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Holy Ghost, both what it is in general, and when it has been 
- committed by any one. Final impenitency and unbelief — 


cannot be tokens of that certainty in this life, because they 
aro not final except when the reprobate have arrived at the 


end of life. For the thief was able to believe and to be con- 
verted, even when hanging upon the cross. That sign, or — 


token, then, is improperly marked out, which cannot be a sure — 


token, except at tho vory point of departure from this lifo, =<. 
The veason which is added, from unbelief, for proving this ~~ 


certainty, has nothing to do with tho mattcr, but has boon 
added from another cause, which the author knew, and which 
I caneasily guess. Let us, however, lookatit. “ ‘The repro- 


- pato,” says he, ‘cannot believe: thoroforo final unboliof is a 


sure sign of reprobation.” In the antecedent there is an 
inversion of the subject and the predicate, For it should 


- have been said, ‘‘ Unbelievers cannot be elect; but, according 


to God's decree, they are reprobate.” For unbelief is prior to 
reprobation to death. Tor God has destined unbelievers to 
death ; has not, on the contrary, denied faith to those destined 


- * todeath. Grant, however, that they arehere called ‘‘reprobate,” = 


not as they are reprobate, but as men who have been repro- 
pated on account of their unbelief: yet concerning them also 
it cannot bo snid that they cannot belicve, unless they have 
deserved hardening by obstinate rejection of the truth. ‘Wor 
roupooling Hhom it in naid, “ Thorofore thoy gould nob believe.” 
(John xii. 39.) The opposite of this is not proved by the | 
passages referred to. In 2 Thess. ili. 2, it is said, “ All have 
not faith 2? and it is truo; for faith is not a proporty of those 
boisterous men from whom he prays to be delivered. In ‘Titus 
j. 1, faith is said to be “‘ of God’s elect ;’? not because faith is 
given to those who are elected to salvation, but because 
believers are elected to salvation. In John vi. 44, 45, it is 
said that no one can believe in Christ, unless he has heard 
and learnt from the Father, and has been drawn by the 
Father ; and in:John x. 26, they are said not to believe, who- 
are not of Christ’s sheep ;” that is, who are unwilling to 
hear His voice: but from neither place is it proved that faith 
is therefore given to some, because they have been elected to 
salvation; but denied to others, because they have been 
reprobated to death. The consequent is not concluded from 
that antecedent. For the inference is not, “The reprobate 
cannot believe: Therefore final unbelief is the sure sign of 
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reprobation.” Yor it cannot be the sure sign of reprobation, 


because it extends over a greater surface than reprobation. 


But according to the arrangement of this proof, the not being 


able to believe extends more widely than reprobation ; for it 
is an attribute of the thing enunciated. If he say that it is 
reciprocated on account of the necessity of the matter, I shall 
reply, Then let it be stated just as the syllogistic arrangement 


demands; and then it will be, ‘But they who do not believe 


are reprobate.” oh 


There is no need to say anything here about ability or a 


‘Inability to believe, because election and reprobation are con- 
cluded, not from that, but from the act of faith or of unbelief. 
_ The author, therefore, might not, nay, ought not to have 


said that unnecessarily, which can also he confuted with the © : 2 


greatest ease. : pels 

COROLLARY OF GOMARUS. — : 

Inquiry is made, whether that blasphemy follows from this doc 
trine,—that God is the author of sin. For so indeed Cas- 
tellio,* and his follower Cornhart,+ and the Lutherans,} are 
accustomed to object to our Churches, especially to Calvin 
and Beza, (who have deserved very well of the Church and 
of the truth of predestination against the Pelagians,) in order 
that,. having brought thoso illustrious restorers of tho 
Churches into odium, they may wound the truth through 
their sidos, and the moro oasily sow the tares of their own 
errors in the minds of men. We, however, with the 
Reformed Churches, with justice deny that; and do not in 
the least doubt that the truth and sanctity of this opinion 
will endure, in spite of the gates of hell. 


ARMINIUS’S CONSIDERATION ON THE COROLLARY. 
Of all blasphemies which can be uttered against God, the 


most grievous is that by which He is set down as the author: _ 


of sin: the weight of which imputation is no little ageravated, 
if it be added that God is on that account the author of sin 
committed by the creature, in order that He might damn and 
lead away the creature into eternal destruction, which He had 
already beforehand destined for him without reference to sin: 
for so He “would have been the cause of unrighteousness in 
man,” that He might inflict eternal misery upon him. No 
one will impute such a blasphemy to God, whom every one 

* Dialog, de Electione. , + Dialog. de Pradest, 

-{ Jacob Andreas, Colloguio Mompetgart.; Agidins Hunnius, &e, 


of evil to the good God, set up another god and ‘another 


en 
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conceives of as good. ‘ Wherefore even the Manichees, the © 
worst. of heretics, since they were afraid to ascribe the cause — 


principle, to which they might depute the cause of evil. On 
which ground, neither can it be imputed to any of the Doctors — 
of the Reformed Churches, that they “ professedly set up God 


as the author of sin:” nay, it is most true that they ex- Bae 


- pressly deny that, and have, in opposition to others, confuted 


that doctrine in a most excellent manner. Yet ‘it may be ~ 
that any one may, from ignorance, teach something, from 


“which it may by fair consequence be deduced, that God is by 


that doctrine set down as the author of sin.” If this be the 
case, then ‘it must not be imputed”? to tho professors of that 


- doctrine, ‘that they make God the author of sin;” but only 


~’ And, indeed, it is in this sense that Castellio, Cornhart,the = 
Lutherans, and the Papists, object to some of the Doctors of — 
‘the Reformed Churches, that from their doctrine about pre 
destination and God’s providence, it follows that God is the 
author of sin. I know indeed that sometimes that objection is 


they must be admonished to desert and cast away that doc- 


trine from which the fair inference is drawn. ~ 


urged invidiously, which would be better left undone : for we 
ought to study the edification of those who are steeped in 


error. When, however, that objection is mude, it is necos- 


sary that tho reasons should be diligontly examined, by which 


- it is proved that such a blasphemy follows from any doctrine. 


But here, in truth, it is not acting fairly to join the Reformed 


Churches with Doctors. Calvin and Beza. For what certain — ee 


Doctors of the Church profess and teach must not imme- » 
diately be objected against the Churches; unless it be appa-— 
rent that the Churches approve of that doctrine, whereof 
their tolerance of the doctrine is not a sufficiently strong 
proof, unless that doctrine has been recorded in the Confes- 


‘gions of the Church, which contain its entire doctrine. 


Let us, then, disjoin and set aside the mention of the 
Churches, to which this is wrongly imputed, since the pas- — 
sages from which that consequence is shown to follow are not 
produced from the Confession of Doctrine of those Churches. 
And let the question be put thus: Whether, from that doc- 
trine which these Theses have propounded, it follows as a fair 
consequence that God is the author of sin. Let all respect 
of persons be put on one side: let no imputation of wicked 
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and sinister intentions in this matter bo mado against those 


who charge this blasphemy upon cortain Doctors. For, if 


any make that objection for this purpose, that they may 
bring theso good Doctors into ill repute, and so “ wound the 
truth through their sides,” thoy act very badly, even though 
their objection may be most true. Nor has the commenda- 
tion of those Doctors, to whose doctrine that is imputed, 
anything to do with the matter. For they may deserve well 
of the Church, and yet bo ontangled in gomo orror: and the 


illustrious restorers of the Churches perhaps.did not spy out. 


everything with which the Church was deformed, and _por- 


chance themselves built a superstructure of some errors 


upon a true foundation: which might easily happen to those 


who were not immediately instructed by God, and led into all — 
truth without peril of error: such as were the first restorers | 


of the deformed Churches. How well Calvin and Beza, 
those most excellent organs of God in His Church, treated 
the doctrine of predestination, we have partly seen in these 


annotations of ours; in which we have also examined their 


doctrine, which has been here propounded. 

But, truly, the mention here made of the Pelagians is not 
made with a sufficiently straightforward and candid intention : 
just as if no one could contradict the doctrine of those men 
bout predestination, without immediately being an adherent 
of the Pelagian doctrine: for that is neither true, nor can be 
proved with any show of reason. Let all the heads of the 


Pelagian doctrine be looked into, as they are recounted and 
condemned in the Synods of Mela, Orange, and Jerusalem, - 


even as they are related by the Roman Pontiff Innocentius ; 
and it will appear that any one may attack the Pelagian doc- 
trine, and yet not agree with that doctrine about predestination, 
as it has been expounded in theseTheses. What is more, Augus- 


tine could stoutly confute the Pelagians, and yet omit that pre: — 


destination which he inculcated; as Innocentius seems plainly 
to intimate, in the last chapter of those articles in which he 
condemns the Pelagian doctrine. And predestination, as it is 
here treated, differs much from the Augustinian, and supposes 
many things which Augustine would by no means grant, who 
yetwasamost doughty assailant and conqueror of the Pelagians. 

Nor should*that only be a matter of zealous endeavour, to 
recede as far as possible from the Pelagian dogma : we should 
also beware against Manicheeism, or what is more intolerable 


[conor, ? 


COROT.) 


po 


Neg 25 bial Fite 
_ than Manicheeism, at least with rogard to its consoquence, + 
about which we are here controverting.. But now, with refer. 
ence to that question, our author replies that he denies on good oe 
grounds that that follows from that doctrine; and adds again 
_ that he denies it in conjunction with the Reformed Churches ; 


which he ought hero also to have disjoined from the subject, 


_ because those Churches have not declared their opinion on ie 
that matter: nay, that matter has noyer been discussed in 
any ecclesiastical convention.* And there are in the Reformed — 


’ Churches not ‘2 few Ministers of the Gospel who hold that that 


me 


“consequence is rightly fastened on the dogma of Calvin and = 
Beza- about predestination and providence. Let him, then, ~~ 
sey that he denies this, and let that suflice. Nor couldhomake _ 
‘any other answer to that question, since he thinks that in. 
these Theses he has propounded a truth, from which - — 
nothing absurd or false can be deduced as a fair consequence. 
“I, however, freely and openly affirm, that it seems to me to. 
follow certainly from those Theses, that God is the author of sin; 
nor this alone, but also that God really sins, nay, that God’ 
alone sins: whence it necessarily follows that sin is not sin, ~ 
because God cannot sin; that is, that that deed which has 


been committed by man, and which is called “ sin,” is not 
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sin; for it ought not to ho distinguished by that namo, ifitis x 


committed in that way which these Theses explain to us. 


Meanwhile I profess that I detest from my soul the Pelagian - 1g 


‘dogmas, which are attributed to them by the Synods: above 


anything follows which has any affinity with those doctrines, 


“named ; and that, if any one’can prove, from what I say, that ue 


I will change and correct my opinion. But, because the proof se 
is incumbent on the affirmer, I know that the charge I make 


against that opinion must be proved by me: but I will here 


_ dispense with that, because I have-done it elsewhere, and it is 


a work of too great prolixity. Meanwhile, however, since 


Bellarmine very distinctly makes that imputation upon some ~ is 


Doctors of the Reformed Church, I should like this our author 


to take upon himself the labour of confutation, in order that 
the justice aud rectitude of his denial may be evident. 
What he adds at the end,—that he “ does not doubt that 


the truth and sanctity of the opinion ’’ which he has embraced © | 


* Tt will, of course, be borne in mind ‘that this Zvamen was written some 
_years prior to the Synod of Dort, which in fact wasnot held till after Arminius’s 
death.—W,. N. 3 : ; 
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n these Theses “ will endure, in spite of the gatos of hell,”-— 
he says in accordance with his own sentiment and opinion: — 
and certainly, if that doctrine be true and-holy, it will endure 
against all the machinations of the kingdom of Satan; Christ, 
who conquored that kingdom, being tho Patron and Dofender 
of the Truth. But I, forsooth, am certain in my own conscience, 
from the word of Godand of His Christ, that ‘this doctrine is 
false and profane, in no manner contrary to the kingdom of 
Satan, but very well adapted for establishing and confirming 
it. For which reason also, since all that is false traces its ~ 
prime origin from that kingdom, I ‘should not hesitate to- 


affirm that this doctrine has crept into the hearts-of good men, i 


by the subtilty and craft of Satan; and that they, on their 
side, (though~unaware of it, and with other intentions,) have 
accomplished for the kingdom of darkness a work not 
sufficiently to be repented of. Yet I trust that the good God 
has pardoned them this very thing, as having done it in igno- 


rance, and as being prepared to submit to those who may teach ig 
them better things. ; 


END OF ARMINIUS’S WORKS. 
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